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UNITARIAN DISCUSSION. 



Tbis Discussion, nbich has excited bo much puhlic icleiest for some 
time back, commenced on Monday, the 14lfa April, 1834, at half, 
past 10 o'clock. Michael Akdrbws, Esq. of Ardoyne, and Con? 
WAT Richard Dobbs, Esq. of Acton, were chainneu on the occasion. 
The follonlnfi- is n etatemcnt of the Propositions which conslila- 
(ed (he Subject of Discussion on each side, of the Standard of Refer- 
Otee, and the Roles by which the business was conducted. 

STANDARD OP BEFERENCE. 

The Word of Ood contsined k tte boaU a[ the Old and New TesUmeot, vhich are 
lecmvtd into Ihe Authorised Vereiun, Bdniitliiig tb«m all to be csonocical. The eor- 
rectneu or iDeoneclnen of pasragea marked ei gpurioas in Grieabach'i last editioD, 
and the tnutUtioa or aigrtiflcatioii ofaor partieolar words or pataiges, to be open to 
fMilin and legitimate criticism. The dirine anIboHtj of Seriptare to be admitted tya 
both mita. Jbad all qnotatians to be giren in chapter and verse, accordiog to the 
diviriona of the Aslbained TraiulatioD in common use. 



Mr. J. S. Portrr't PropotOiimi: 



tfa* lagfid Fl^R IMlT oTOe Ward, 
a. I^ Laid Jen ChrlH, tha San of God, it 

(aran la hit lilghctt capaeitj, natanr, or condL 
Um] a Gieated Bdng, darJTigg bli aiiiUDoe, 
wtidoBi, power, mil anUiorl^ (lam lbs Fi. 
Uw I ni Isfarlor to him In Ibne Md *U 



Mr. Bagot't PrepotiliiMt : 

. Time il DUB God, Jtburah, who iM God 
J, tD IhtFDtire ciclailan at Ihg iJteged 
Ibeid of emj ercAbue^ 
. Tha Lord Jcatu CbriM, the Mediator, ii 
Word made fleah, pcrlcot God and piriccl 
n i pouensini, u the Word, llic Benio ctei. 
r, knovledge, power, antborlfy, pmagft. 
*, and godhead wltb Ibe Father, and one 
b Udi in all utribslH. 



REqUL&nONS. 

MOHDlT, the 14th of April, a 



1. The discaaiion to commence on Mohdit, the 14th of April, and lo continue for 
that and the three fbllawing daja. 

3. The discuwion to condnue for four hours each day : — the tinK, on the flrst daj, 
to be dinded ioto two equal poitiona, and each to give a statement and proof of the 
■fEimative proposiliaia on bia side. 

3. Jt i> to be detennioed, by lot, on the firat day of diacussioii, who is to open 
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4. On each of the two following dajs the speakers are to address the meeting forty 
minutes alternately, a pause of ten minutes being allowed between each address, during 
which any question may be asked in explanation of what the last speaker had said. 
The person who closes one day's discussion u to commence on the following. 

5. The discussion to be held in Belfast, in the most suitable place that can be 
obtained. 

6. Two Chairmen to preside each day« one chosen by each party, with power to put a 
peremptory stop to any thing disorderly, and of excluding from the place of meeting 
any one who transgresses the rules. 

7. Each day*s meeting to commence at eleven o'clock, except the first, which is to 
commence at half-past ten, to allow the Chairmen to make any necessary explanations ; 
and any time lost during any day's discussion, to be added to the regular period of 
closing the business of the day* 

8. Admission to be by tickets, for which the sum of 4«. each shall be charged, and 
which shall admit to the entire discussion. In case of any room remaining, tickets 
for one day's discussion, at Is. 6d, each shall be sold ; but not before the Saturday 
preceding. The money received to be expended in defraying the necessary expense ; 
and, if not sufficient for that purpose, each shall be liable for one half the sum 
deficient. 

9. No signs of approbation or disapprobation to be allowed ; and no person whatever 
to be permitted to address the meeting, except the speakers or the Chaurmen, to a 
point of order ; and no person to interrupt, in any way, the speakers ; but each m|ty 
have a friend to assist him in looking for references and marking them. 

10. One Reporter to be employed, who shall be admonished and expected to do 
equal justice to both parties in the discussion, and Iiis expenses to be defrayed out of 
the produce of the sale of tickets. Each speaker to write out a fuU report of bis own 
speeches from the Reporter's notes ; which, when approved by the other party, shall 
be jointly published ; but neither to be allowed to introduce any new matter, nor to 
suppress any argument actually adduced, nor any statement actually advanced ; and 
each to consider himself pledged not to sanction the publication of a report of any one 
side of the discussion unaccompanied by the other. 

11. On the fourth day of discussion each speaker to make one speech of forty 
minutes' length ; an a^ioumment for. half an hour then to take place, after which 
each shall be allowed to make a closing speech of one hour, the report of which shall 
supersede the appendix formerly prpposed. 

12. The tickets to be equally divided l>etween Mr. BaooT and Mr. Porter, and 
to be sold at the price above stated ; each to account for the number of tickets re- 
ceived, but to be at liberty to give away twenty tickets for the entire meeting to his 
personal friends. 

13. The execution of the above arrangements, and of all minor regulations, to be 
intrusted to Messrs. John Campbell and John Marshall, who may call in a third party, 
by mutual agreement, in case of any difference of opinion. 

We agree to the foregoing. 

DANIEL BAGOT. 
J. SCOTT PORTER. 



KIHST DAY. 



Mr. porter.— Ladies and Gentlemem, It Ims fallen lo my 
lt>l to address you Grat on ibis occasion ; and without any fortntU 
|)reruc«, I proceed at once to the buaineas which has brought us to. 
geiher Ibis day. 

You are aware (hat the present controversy has arisen in conse- 
(jueuceor a notice which my reverend opponent caused to be inserled 
in the JVortltem Whig of Monday, January 26, 1S34 ; which was to 
this effect : , 

TheolooiCiil CoNTBOVBRsr.— The Be*. Daniel Buifnt, it will be »een, by 
■n adferliseaienC, hug published an abttrtiet of controversid sermong, lalely 
preached by him in this town. He bat requested ca lo luggest to the Unilt- 
riuu, that they ihould puhliih a limilar tract, in Ibe ume form, conlaiains, 
eoninsely, their arguments ia reply to hit sbitract. We mdily do thii; tnd 
we would have added, bad Mr. Bagot aat got (i> loon before [te public, that 
both trada should hnre been stitched together, and sold at a very low pries. 
jli JDumaliMi, we Lave nothing to do with either parly ; but, as we wish that 
Irath should predomiaate, on whatever side it may be, we would readily eoa- 
cur m any blr proposition which might tend lo settle the great questioni at 

Having the honour and happineEs to be a Minister of ibe Gospel 
of that persuasion to wfaich this invitation was publicly oddrsssed, 
it appeared to me that I could not, with propriety, omit taking notice 
of the challenge in some way or other. Hod I allowed it to pass 
disr^arded, I should not only have treated with disrespect an inti- 
malion proceeding from a gentleman, whose bland deportment and 
controversial <,-andour I have always most readily acknowledged; 
but I should likewise have given occasion to any wbo might be so 
disposed, to inttinuate that the Unitarian Ministers of this town — 
though sufficiently open and sufficiently eager to propound tfaeir 
doctrines, when no direct attack upon them was to be apprehended— 
shrunk away from avowing and defending their opinione, when they 
would necessarily be conlrasted with tenets of an opposite description; 
and I have no doubt whatever, the inference would have been drawn, 
and pointedly slated, that this reluctance proceeded from a secret 
consciousness that our principles would not bear the light of open 
discussion. I could not, in conscience and in honour, give ground 
for these suspicions. Convinced, as I am most firmly, that the 
tenets which I have embraced, are the solemn Iruihs of the Gospel, 
firmly built on the solid foundation of Prophets and Apostles, Jesus 
Christ himself being the chief comer-stone, — 1 dare not allow them, 
by any remissness or indolence on ray part, to receive a wound. 
This would have been to abandon my post in the time of danger — to 
turn my back upon the standard of Christ, at the moment whea 
the tide of battle rolled on direcily against it. Convinced, besides, 
as I am, by the study of history, and by what Itlile I have learned 



of mental ehanges, (hat in an enlig^htened age, and with increasing; 
facilities for public instruction, free, open discussion cannot but con- 
duce to the discovery and extension ot truth, I felt myself bound to 
accept the proposal of Mr. Bagot in some form or other ; for I can- 
not doubt that the means of religious information are so plentifully 
diffused by a benignant Providence, that if men could only be in- 
duced to employ them, the result must be the progress of truth : and 
it it as a means of rousing men to think, to inquire, to weigh evi. 
dencOi and judge for themselves, that I deem discussion and contro- 
versy mainly valuable. 

But while, for these reasons, I thought myself bound to take some 
notice of Mr. Bagot's proposal, other consyierations, of no small 
weight, as they seemed to me, rendered it^expedient to accept his 
invitation in the precise terms in which it was conveyed. Had I 
simply accepted his challenge, and published a pamphlet in reply 
to his Abstract, it did appear to me, as it has appeared to all of every 
side ot the question with whom I have since conversed, that I should 
have done so at a decided disadvantage. For, you must all be per- 
fectly aware, that while persons of Unitarian sentiments feel, in gene- 
ral, little or no objection to read productions in which their tenets 
are impugned, there exists in the minds of a considerable number of 
the opposite persuasion a very great reluctance to peruse tracts in 
opposition to their own views. Had Mr. Bagot, indeed, delayed the 
publication of bis tract until it could have been issued in conjunction 
with a reply of the kind suggested, so that both might have been 
circulated together, and so that every person who obtained the one 
ouiflt, of necessity, have procured the other at the same time, I should 
bave been most happy to embrace the opportunity of carrying on the 
controversy with one whose temper and candour, as displayed in the 
only discourse I had ever heard him preach, had made upon me a 
Viost favourable impression. But, this opportunity not being allowed 
Vie, I diought it would have been a mere waste of time and trouble 
to publish a separate tract ; which I very well knew would never 
make its way into the bands of those, whose opinions and views I 
was, as will readily be conceived, most desirous of combating. Act- 
ing under this impresaion, which every thing that has since occurred 
has only tended to deepen, I published a letter in the Northern 
ff^ig of Thursday, January 23; in which, after stating the reasons 
which induced me to decline taking the step which he suggested, I 
went on to say— 

If, however, Mr. Bagot is desirous of ciroalating ike foots and arguments, 
on both sides of the question, fairly among the public, both Unitarian and 
Trinitarian, — I, as an individual, propose to him two methods of doing so, either 
of which will answer the purpose. 

I am ready to publish a series of Essays on the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
from his pen, in the new series of The Bilie ChrUHan ; inserting, at the same 
time, illustrative comments; and subgeetiag both him and his antagonist, who- 
ever he may be» to the conditions specified by the former conductors in reply to 

his note Or, if he prefer it, I am willing to meet him in Belfast, in an awi- 

hahle discussion on the subject; time, place, and other preliminaries, to be 
setUed by friends mutually chosen : the only stipulation on which I insist 
being, that an authentic veport of the entire debate shall be prepared, and 
published at our joint expense. 



Mr. Bagot declined assenting to my first proposal, — tba piiblica- 
tion of a series ot essays in the Bible Chriitian; but accepted my 
second, — a viva voce debate : and terms and preliminaries having been 
subsequently settled, ve appear before you this day, to urge tbe 
leading argumeols for our respective views of tbe Christian Doctrine. 
And I can safely say, for myself, that while I come forvard with it 
heartfelt sense, both of the troth and the importance of that doctrine 
which I stand here this day to advocate, — I come forward, likewise, 
with perfect charity, nay, with real cordiality, not only for the balk 
of those persons who differ from my views, but for my reverend op- 
ponent in 'particular; and giving him entire credit for the same feel- 
ings that actuate myself, I shall endeavour, and I hope successfnlly, 
to avoid every expression that could possibly give him offence, or 
■ound unkindly in bis ears. It is needless to say, that I shall en. 
deavour to discuss the serious and important question on which we 
are at issue, with calmness and seriousness of mind. I shall not 
certainly consider myself precluded from expressing warmly, what I 
icel strongly, respecting the nnscripturat character and tendency of 
tbe doctrine which I impugn ; for I will not sacrifice my paramount 
regard to the interests of divine troth oat of deference to him, or af> 
fecled complaisance to any one. Bat ridicule, misrepresentaiion, 
and invective, I shall studiously avoid. The sahject is too weighty 
to be made the groundwork of a jest, even when it is most completely 
misunderstood ^ and the religious convictions of an honest mind, 
even when most erroneous, are with me a matter too sacred to be 
treated with levity. 

Ahn these introductory remarks, I proceed to make my obser. 
valions upon the Standard of Reference and upon the Propositions, 
which you will find given at lai^e in the handbill, that bos been 
widely circulated. 

Yon will observe, that we have agreed to argue on tbe basis of 
tbe " lV»rd of God, ctmlaintd in th* Seriplures of the Old and JVew 
Tsataments, which are received into the Authorised Vernon, admilliny 
ihtta all to be canonical." In tbe propriety of adopting this stand- 
ard, I beg it may be distinctly understood by oil persons and par. 
ties, that I do most entirely and eordially concur. Indeed no Uni- 
tarian conld consistently or cmscientiously argue the question upon 
any other basis. Let it he understood with the same distinctness, 
that if I bad presumed to defend our common doctrines with any 
other weapons, my fellow Unitarians would have disowned my proce- 
dure, aDd exclaimed against me, as gailly of betraying tbe good 
cause which I have undertaken to maintain, into tbe hands of the 
opponents. For it is on Scriptural grounds that we have embraced 
our characteristic doctrine. We are Unitarians solely and simply 
becanse we can find no doctrine but Unilarianism in the Bible; which 
is oar rule of faith and only accredited standard. So far from re. 
jecling.the testimony of divine revelation on this or any subject, we 
bow to it with entire reverence ; and are ready at any moment to 
repudiate our present views, if they can be shown to i»e inconsistent 
with tbe divine record. Nor was there ever a more unfounded bccu- 
■ation, than that which was frequently preferred against us in former 



timef»— -and is sometimes even yet covertly insinuated, — that we under- 
value the weight, or despise the authority of the Sacred Volume. We 
rank it in our estimation far above the ima^^inalions of the human 
understand infi:, whether as floating^ idle in the careless mind, or as 
embodied in creeds and articles and doctrinal liturgies of human 
device. Nor have any writers been more successful in vindicating 
revelation from the objections, and defending it against the assaults 
of inOdels, than those of the Unitarian school : witness the venerable 
names of Lardner and of Priestley ; not to mention many others, 
of great and deserved though inferior celebrity. 

Again. My reverend antagonist and myself have agreed to avail 
ourselves of all the aid that can be furnished; to us, by *' legitimate 
eriticiimJ' Criticism is the art or science which teaches how an 
author's real meaning may be gathered from the expressions which 
be employs. The term, therefore, though harsh to the ears of many, 
lis conveying the notion of too close an approach to the employment 
of human reason, denotes nothing but that which must be employed 
by any persou who, in any way whatsoever, attempts to understand 
the Sacred Writings. ** Legitimate^* criticism is criticism of a fair 
and lawful kind : not rash, nor fanciful, nor arbitrary ; but based on 
sound principles, and conducted with caution and circumspection. 
Surely the man who refuses to investigate the meaning of the Word 
of God in this manner, is unworthy of the treasures of grace and wis- 
dom which they contain. We may safely pronounce, that unless it 
be by accident, he never will attain to them. 

It will be in the recollection of such among you as "paid atten- 
tion to the newspaper correspondence which took place between Mr. 
Bagot and myself, before preliminaries were finally agreed on, pre- 
vious to the present discussion, that, in one of bis letters, he stated 
that the only standard on which he proposed to carry on the discus- 
sion, is *' the Authorised Version of the Scriptures, admitting the genu- 
ineness, authenticity, and divine authority of all and every part of the 
books : allowing, however, criticisms upon the phraseology, considered 
as a translation of a hook compiled from the best manuscripts J* And 
he made it a condition that I should publicly state, before any far- 
ther arrangements were made, ** whether any particular passages, and 
what, were excepted by me from the above description/' You will re- 
collect that I demurred to the first part of this proposition ; t. e, the. 
admission of the genuineness, authenticity, and divj^e authority of 
all and every part ofihe books contained in the Authorised Version. 
I did so under an imperious sense of duty; and I am satisfied there 
is not a regularly educated clergyman, of any sect or church in Chris- 
tendom, who would not have refused to make the admission thus re- 
quired of me. For common purposes, the Authorised Version serves 
wrell enough. I am not acquainted with any version of the Scrip- 
tures, in any language, which does not contain enough of the divine 
spirit of the original, to make the docile reader wise unto salvation ; 
and for this reason, and because it is the translation to which our 
ears have been accustomed from childhood, and with which our reli- 
gious impressions are most strongly associated, I am in the habit of 
using the Authorised Version in public; and generally, but not ex. 
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dijsivety, in private. Bat to hold it upas acriheaiedtlion— loom, 
ploy il in a diacuision of this kind, where minute accuracy is above 
all desirable, as a standard of reference, eiiber with respect to text oi 
rendering — would be to employ it for a purpose for which it is ill 
adapted. I have given in one of my letters to Mr. Ba);ot the opi- 
nions of two moat eminent Trinilarian wriiers, who fully justify my 
reluctance to admit the infallible accuracy of Kia^ James's Translo. 
tors, in the rendering of every pari of Ibe ori){inal. I allude to 
Bishop LowTH and Dr. John Ptb Smith; the former an emioeDl 
critic and scholar, as is proved by his Translation of Isaiah, with an 
inslruclise preface and learned Notes; and the latter, the author of 
the Scripture Teslimtmif to tht Measialt, ia 3 vola.8vo. — unquestionably 
the most elaborate defence of the Proper Deity of the Word, in the 
English language. The former, while he expresses his approbation 
— in which t entirely agree with him — of the style and puraseology 
of the Authorised Version, yet declares that " in respect of the sense 
and accuracy of the interpretation, the improvements of which it ad- 
mits are great and NCMBERLBsa !" The latter, who, be it oliserved, 
is theological tutor in the Calvinistic College of Homerton, thus 
expresses himself, when writing of the errors and.faults in the mode 
of arguing the prraent question, with which ihe "orthodox" are espe- 
cially chargeable : 

"It would (tem truly saperfluous, to express a caadoD s^inst nrRuing from 
any translation of the Scripture, as ir it wera the original. But, il must Im 
vonfesied, tbat not only nnlearned ClirlstluM, but tomt men ol mpectalile 
edacatioD, bare hllrn idto this, egregioas error. Nor ia tbis rautt ebiirgeable 
oa the orthodox alone: ttieir opponents are not per recti/ clear from it. Re- 
spectable and excellent as our commoD version is, considering the time and 
circumslani^es in wbich it was made, ao person will contend tbat it is inoapo- 
ble of important amendment A lempente, imputiBl, and careful revisioa, 
wonld be an invaluable benefit to tbe cause ot Christianity: and Uie very 
laudable eiertioDS whicli are now made, to circulate the Bible, reader inch, a 
revision, at the present time, a matter of still more pressing necessity." Vol. I. 

In perfect accordance with these sentiments, this distinguished 
writer, almost nniformly, gives his own translation of the passogea 
upon which he comments. It would be easy to adduce a great va- 
riety of passages of similar import, from men o^ undoKbUd orthodoxy, 
— understanding that term in the common acceptation, — and even 
from persons who have signalised ibeir zeal by writing in defeaceof 
the ProperDeity of theWord, But I have not taken the trouble to 
transcribe any more of them ; because it appears to me, that those 
already given are sufficient lo justify me in refusing to tie myself 
down to this particular translation of the Scripiures. How could I 
reasonably or conscientiously agree lo argue on the basis of a ver- 
sion which, according to Bishop Lowtb, gives the sense and inter- 
pretation so imperfectly, that tbe improvements of which it admits in 
this respect are "great and numberless!" How could I, with 
any degree of consistency, descend from the vantage-ground of truth 
and sound knowledge, to adopt tbe very error which the most illus- 
trious champion of orthodoxy deplores in his brethren ; not only the 
nnlearned among them, but, as he asserts, in some persons of respect- 
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Able edacation f Would not this be laying aside the panoply of 
dirhie trntb^ to clothe myself in ill-tempered armour, which my op~ 
ponents themseWes are beginning to throw from them, as insufficioit 
to defend them In the hour of danger P 

But I had another reason for declining to receive the Authorised 
Version of the Scriptures, as a full and sufficient guide. Not only 
is (he translation, in many places, susceptible of great improvement ; 
but the copy of the original from which it was made, is known and 
is acknowledged by scholars of all sects and parties, to have been in 
many places corrupted, mutilated, and interpolated, in a way which 
renders several of its statements, on this very subject, liable to strong 
suspicion, or entirely unworthy of notice. For the last one hundred 
and fifty years, learned men, of the greatest industry, and of unques- 
tionable integrity, have been laboriously engaged in endeavouring to 
detect these corruptions, wherever they could be found. Bishop Wal- 
TON, by his Polyglot Bible, containing the original of the Scriptures, 
with several of the most ancient Versions, and a selection of various 
readings, may be said to have given the first impulse to this most inte- 
resting and important branch of criticism. He was succeeded by Mill, 
who published an edition of the New Testament with. various readings 
from a great number of M.SS. which he either collated himself, or 
procured to be collated, for the purpose of his edition. His work 
was published in Holland, by Kuster, with additions and correc- 
tions. Wetstein followed, who still farther enlarged the field by a 
prodigious number of various readings, collected from M.SS. which 
were unknown to Mill and Kuster, or only partially inspected. 
Matthjei, Alter, and Birch, have lent material aid : — the first 
by accurate collations of Greek M.SS. contained in the public libra, 
ries of Russia; the second by a similar collation of the Vienna M.SS.; 
the last by his ample details of the M.S. treasures of the Vatican 
and other libraries of Italy, which he travelled to inspect, at the ex- 
pense of the King of Denmark. Numerous important accessions 
have been made to the science by Michjelis, and his annotator. 
Bishop Marsh ; who, whatever may be thought of him in other re- 
spects, has honourably distinguished himself as a promoterof a liberal 
and enlightened criticism, on the text and exegesis or explanation 
of the Sacred Volume. The results of all these labours and re- 
searches, (labours and researches, be it observed, which have all 
taken place since the received translation was compiled, and of which 
therefore it was impossible for King James's Translators to avail 
themselves,—* had they been, as doubtless they would have been, so 
disposed,) are considered to be embodied in an edition of the Greek 
Testament by Professor Griesbach ; which, on account of its accu- 
racy, fidelity, and impartiality, has deservedly obtained a high rank 
ia'the estimation of theologians and scholars of all sects and parties. 
In particular, it is spoken of with great deference by Dr. J. Pye 
Smith ; by Professor Moses Stcart, of Andover ; and by Dr. 
Wardlaw, of Glasgow : — and I am sure that my reverend opponent 
will agree with me, that men more distinguished for learning have not 
stepped forth of late years as champions of the Trinitarian doctrine. 
Indeed, so high is the reputation that this edition has acquired, that 



H a now tacitly OMumed as the itandard of ref«reiice among theo- 
logical writers : insomuch that do peraon of characleT or standia^ 
among them wonld think it fair lo build an argument on any of the 
readings which Professor Griesbach has rejected, — at least without 
giving notice of that circumstance, — and stating the gronnd of his 
dissent from the learned Prolessor's decision. Such is the Edition 
of the New Testament writings, which I mean to assume as my 
■laodard of refereace : but let it be ohserved, that I do not seek and 
never did seek, lo tie down my reverend opponent, to this or any 
other edition of the Sacred Volume. I may take this opportunity of 
mentioning that Geuesbach was himself a conscientious believer in 
the Trinity : I do not appeal to his Edition, because it is the produC' 
tion of a partizan of my own, for such is not the fact ; but simply 
because it is the most accurate lean find. If Mr. Bagot agrees with 
him in the reading of any te\t, he is at liberty to follow him : if he 
dissents from the opinions of that critic, he is equally at liberty to 
do so. I do not mean to tie up bis bands, nor feller his feet. I give 
him a dear stage and fbdr play, liet bim make the best of his cause. 
— ^I should not have mentioned the name of Grissbach at all in these 
preliminaries, had not my reverend opponent pressed me lo send him 
a list of testa, in which I thonght the received Elnglish Version of the 
Bcriplurea erroneous. In answer to this demand, 1 referred him to 
the work of the learned and orthodox critic, as a standard by which I 
was and am willing to abide. 

But my friends before me, and around me, may perhaps ask. 
Why make this a point of importance P Why insist so strenuously 
on introducing this Edition to your notice, wlien I admit the Com- 
mon Version to be sufficient for ordinary purposes ? — To this inquiry 
I answer, that Dr. Gsiesbacb has clearly and satisfactorily shown 
that several of those texts which are most confidently relied on as 
proofs ot the " Proper Deity of tht Word," are spurious interpolations, 
or false and corrupted readings. If I admitted these to be genuine, 
I should not only enter into this coolest with my bands tied up, but 
— which I regard as a much more serious evil — I should indirectly 
lend my countenance and sanction to fraud and imposture; if, indeed, 
I Gonid in that case be said to do so only indirectly. 

That it was of importance to me to urge this point, I am firmly 
convinced ; and I am confirmed in this conviction, when I look at 
the first page of that pamphlet of Mr. Bogol, which gave rise lo the 
present controversy. I find there, — at the close of the very first 
pon^iaph, and in the very first line which contains quotations of 
Scripture, — reference to a certain text, which is usually called 1 John 
V. 7, and which in the common version reads thus : 



This passage is usually quoted as 1 John v. 7 ; but, so far as author, 
ship is concerned, tht Father of lies may dispute claim to it with the 
venerable Apostle, and mnst be allowed to have a preferable title ; 
for, if knowingly introduced, a more gross, impudent, and baseless 
forgery was never executed or attempted. At first when I saw this 
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fUMOge in Mr. Bagot's pamphlet, I was, I confess, struck with tlie 
ignorance of perhaps the most^remarkable and clearly ascertained 
fact in the criticism of the sacred, text, which the quotation displayed. 
It afterwards, however, occurred to me, that the reference might 
have been introduced to justify bis own employment of the term 
IVard, in the statement of his doctrine, by the example of the person 
who forged this verse, whoever he might be. But this opinion I felt 
myself afterwards obliged to abandon, by two considerations : The 
6r8t is, that the authority of a convicted imposture could hardly be 
reckoned respectable ; and the second, that the very next reference 
is to a verse in which the term Word does not occur at all, and 
which in that point of view could lend him no aid. And I may here 
remark, that of three verses, which are all that Mr. Bagot has 
adduced to justify the statement of his doctrine as the " Proper Deity 
of the Word," one is a manifest and acknowledged forgery ; another 
does not contain the term Word at all, but a different phrase, which 
he himself passes over as not sufficiently expressing the subject ; 
and the remaining one is to the only other place in the whole Bible 
where the phrase Word is employed, or can be alleged to be em- 
ployed, to denote a person. 

But 1 John v. 7 is not the only one of the texts which are relied 
on by some as proofs of the Trinity, that are proved by Professor 
GaiBSBACH to be spurious. I may refer, among others, to Acts 
XX. 28 ; where the Common Version reads, in the address of the 
Apostle Paul to the elders at Ephesus, 

Feed the church of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood. ^ 

Here there is an unquestionable reference to the death of Christ ; 
and in this allusion, bis blood is expressly called the blood of God; 
a phraseology which, to say the least,— though objectionable, in 
other respects, to Protestant ears, — lends some countenance to Mr. 
Bagot's doctrine of the "Proper Deity of the Word," But the learned 
and orthodox Griesbach, after a'laborious examination of the^ori- 
ginal manuscripts and other authorities, leaves it almost beyond a 
doubt that this is a false reading; and that the words really spoken 
by Paul, and recorded by Luke, were, " Feed the church of the Lord, 
wliich he hath purchased with his oum blood;" an expression which 
involves no doctrine but what Unitarians most gladly and gratefully 
receive. 

There is another passage which is greatly relied on by the 
orthodox, and which this great critic, though himself of orthodox 
sentiments, felt himself compelled, by the weight of testimony and 
authority, to take out of the text. I allude to 1 Tim. iii. 16. — There 
is no phrase which popular preachers and speakers are in general 
more fond of applying to our Lord and Saviour, than God manifest 
tn the flesh. This forms the beginning, middle, and end of every 
harangue on the subject of his alleged Divinity, or — speaking under 
the correction of my reverend opponent — his " proper Deity" One 
would think, by the frequency with which this phrase is repeated in 
their mouths, in conjunction with solemn appeals to the testimony 
of the Word of God, and cautions to form our doctrinal opinions 



Bccoirling to its feBtimony, tbftt this is the common and a«uBl name 
by which our Savioor is designated in ibe Sacred Volume. We 
might suppose, from the language of popular preachers, (what would 
be natural enough, I confess, if the doctrine in question were true,) 
that, in all the accounts of all the Evangelists, and iu all the epistles 
of all the Apostles, our Saviour was customarily and usually desig- 
nated by no other title. We might imagine, thai, in ihe account of 
his nativity, it was declared that the babe born in Bethlehem tra> 
Gvd manifest in ihe flesh; — we might imagine, thai, when the doc. 
tors and teachers were surprised at the intelli;rence and answers df 
the child Jesus when twelve years old, it was declared that this child 
was no other than God mauijetl in the Jlesh:—v/e might conclude, 
that, when at his baptism in Jordan a voice Erom Heaven gave attes- 
tation to his divine mission, be was proclaimed, by the celestial 
herald, to be God manifest in the Jlesh ;— and so through bis mira. 
cles, and labours, and dangers, and sufferings, and resurrection, and 
ascension, we might expect to find the Sacred Historians every where 
reminding us, that they recorded the eventful history of God manifett 
in ihe Jlesh. But all auch expectations are vain — all such imagina- 
tions deceitful. Our blessed Lord is nowhere called God manifest 
in the Jletk, except in 1 Tim. iii. 16 j and there, as Griesbach 
informs us, he is so called only by those who are ignorant of the 
Inie reading; — which is not Ibal God mat manifest in ihe fletk, but 
simply this, 

Oraat in UiB myslerf of godlinesa : he who mu mioiteit in tbe fletb, was 
jaitified in the spirit, woa seen of angels, was preached ublo the Genlites, was be- 
lieved DO ia the world, was received up into glary ! 

And well did a state of glory and bliss in the world above, sait 
the character and conduct of Ihe meek, the gentle, tbe benevolent 
Jbbus of Nazareth— the Lamb of God, without blemish and with. 

It is needless for me to enumerate, at present, any more of those 
texts which tbis learned and candid critic has shown to be spurious 
or corrupt. Suffice it to say, that some of those most conlidently 
relied on, and most prominently put forwi^rd by orthodox advocates, 
are in his opinion interpolations; and that learned and impartial 
men, on every side of the question, ere. In general, fully satisfied 
ol the accuracy of his decisions. If, however, any person is disposed 
to dissent from his conclusions, Professor Griesbach atlowa full 
opportunity to every reader of hia books to form his own judgment; 
for be gives the evidence on both sides, against as well as in favour 
of his own conclusions. 

This, then, is tbe standard to which I appeal : the Scriptures of 
the Old Testament, as ihey appear in the common' text, interpreted 
by the aid of legitimate criticism ; and the Books of the New Testa, 
ment, as they are found in that edition which is universally allowed 
to make the nearest approach to the original autographs, as prepared 
by the Evangelists and Apostles;— an edilion, I repeat again, not 
pablished by one whose opinions lay on my side of the question, but 
all whose feelings and views pointed ibe other way. 
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I now come to state the doctrine which I propose to maintain. I 
have, in compliance with the request of Mr. Bagot, embodied the 
d^trine which 1 am about to maintain respecting the Supreme 
Being, and jrespecting the person of our blessed Lord, in answers to 
two queries propounded by him, and to which he insisted on a public 
and direct reply. The queries, as they were originally proposed, 
(for to the second edition of them I do not wish unnecessarily to 
refer,) were, Whom do you consider to he the One God of the Bible f 
And what positive views do you hold in reference to the person of the 
Word which was made flesh ? 

To these questions I gave my answers in the columns of the 
Northern Whig: 

1. There is one self-existent God, the Father: who is God alone; to the 
entire exclasion of the alleged godhead of every other person, being, subsist- 
enee^ or distinction. 

2. The Lord Jesus Christ is the Son of God, deriving (even in his highest 
capacity, nature, or condition) his existence, wisdom, power, and authority, 
from the Father, and subordinate to him in all attributes. 

I had purposely drawn up these propositions in a form which I 
thought directly impugned the doctrine advanced in the Abstractor 
Mr. Bagot, and in tne Articles of the Church of which he is a mem- 
ber; but as at our conference soon afterwards, held for the purpose 
of settling the preliminaries, he thought the contradiction not strong 
enough, I afterwards modified them, at his desire, into the form in 
which they appear in the printed handbill : 

1. There is one sdf-existent God, the Father: who is God alone; to the 
entire exclusion of the alleged Proper Deity of the Woni. 

2. The Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, k (even in his highest eapaeity, 
nature, or condition,) a created being, deriving bis existence, wisdom, power, 
and authoilly, from tiie Father; and inferior to him in these and all oth^ 
attributes. 

At the same time that I made these modifications in my printed 
propositions, I declared to him, — and now repeat publicly, for the 
ijufprmation of all to whom the opinions of so humble an individual 
are matter of concern, — that I am not one of those Christians who 
believe our blessed Lord and Saviour to be a simple^ mere man, 
miraculously inspired and directed by the Supreme Being, or by his 
energy the Holy Spirit. I receive bis own words as literally true, 
when he declares that he came down from heaven. I acknowledge, 
according to his own most solemn declaration in that most affecting 
prayer that ever was ottered or recorded, that he had glory with the 
Father before the world was ; and I regard the state of glory into 
which he was removed by his ascension as only a resumption of that 
dignified state in which he existed before he appeared among men> 
with aja augmentation of rank and felicity, conferred upon him as a 
reward tor the bepevolence« the patience, and the piety, evinced ib 
the midst of the most cruel privations and sufferings here below. 
These are my views of the person of the Redeemer of men; and I 
think they are borne out by the tenor of the Sacred Volume; 
though not unattended with difficult and perplexing cireumstancesi 
which sometimes occur to my own mind with a force that disposes 
me to look with great charity on those who differ from me. Still I 
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Ihink them to be founded on, and agreeable lo the Word of God. 
But I refused to insert them in my replies to Mr, Bogot's queries, 
because they do not relate to the subject of controversy between blm 
and me. Our discussion relates to the " Proper Deily of the Word.'' 
Ob that subject my propositions are, I will venture to affirm, as full 
and explicit as he could himself desire; and on points that may be 
agitated between myself and my Unitarian brethren, I will aotenler 
into controversy with him. Let him lirst became a Unitarian, and 
then it will be time enough for him and me to discuss the pre-exist- 
ence or humanity of Christ. And if I were to judge from the first of 
the propositions which be bos put before the public, I might conclude 
that he is already almost, and is on the bigb road to become alto- 
gether, such as I am myself For, behold, in the very front appearg 
a Statement, which contains no doctrine from which the most deter- 
mined Unitarian thai eve; lived, would or could express bis dissent 
His £LESt proposiliou is: 

1. There ia one God,' Jehovah, who is God anlj, ta the eutire exclusion of 
the allEged godhead of aTerj creature. 

Shade of the injured Ehlyn! be at reit Tour principles are 
espoused by the advocate of Ihatchurcb whose prelates countenanced 
jour odious persecution ! Peace to your manes ! — your mantle has 
fallen where you least expected it to light, "There is one God, 
Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire esclnsion of the alleged 
Kodbead of every creature." Where — where in all the world did Mr. 
Bagot light upon this heterodox truth i* Not, certainly, in the creeds 
which be habitually recites in public warship ; and which, whether 
Nicene or Athaaasian, cimtain no doctrine so pure, so clear, so beauti. 
ful, so scriptural, so divine, respecting the Godhead of the Almighty, 1 
No, nor in the tomes of ponderous divinity that have been elaborately 
composed in cloisters, colleges, or halls — and have been preached in 
pulpits, or nnfeignedly assented and consented to by the clergy of 
Dis church. It was not there that Mr. Bi^ot lighted upon ibe pure 
and beautiful truth, whi*:hhis own first proposition enunciates, that 
" there it one God, Jehovah, viho it God only, to the entive exclusion oj" 
the alleged godhead of every creature!" No: some stray leaf of 
Imbdneb or of Belshah must have wandered into his study, lika 
the Sibyl's verses borne upon the flitting breeze ; some fragment of 
Fbiestlk or of Price, of Channini} or of Brdce, must hav^ foipod 
its way into his retirement; and having caught bis eye, ha« 
presented to his mind the idea of this simple and admirable truth, 
that Jehovab is one ! which, so soon as seen, captivated his imagU 
nation by its loveliness, and won him by its charms to do it this 
' public homage ! 

It cannot be said, wiib truth, that Mr. Bogot adopted this diving 
and scriptural and most Unitarian proposition, without due warning. 
The act was not done inadvertently. I told him, at the time when 
we exchanged our statements, that his amounted to a depattora 
from his own doctrines. I told him that it would be considered by 
tljLOse of that tfaeological party of which he wasr^arded as the cham- 
pion,— ag a dereliction of their principles. I told him it would Qot he 



12 

Considered bv any party as a satisfactory reply to his own question, 
.which he had of Lis own mere motion put to me, and which he had 
insisted on my answering explicitly, and in the public prints, before 
he would even consent to make arrangements for the present meeting. 
I put the question to him in his own words, — " Whom do you consider 
to be the One God of the Bible?** I folly expected to hear him answer, 
^* God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost;" — or, in the 
language of the Litany, the " Holy, blessed, and glorious Trinity, three 
persons and one God.** Such an answer would have comported with 
nis office as a clergyman in a Trinitarian church, and with his cha. 
racier as a man zealous for that doctrine, and who had previously 
published a Treatise on the subject ; but all such ideas were vain. 
Mr. Bagot had, in his sermon at St. Anne's, avowed himself " a Uni^ 
iarian ;** and so much was he in love with his newfangled designation, 
that nothing would content him but to advance this Unitarian propo- 
sition to the front of his arrayed battalion ! — The name of Unitarian 
lias been held up as a term of invective and severe reproach. Its 
8ynonymes,in popular addresses, have been infidel, atheist, reviler of 
the Saviour ! The Unitarian doctrine has been held up to public scorn 
and execration, as a God.denying heresy — a soul-destroying leprosy, 
— a dilution, and a upas tree ! It is to be hoped that none of thesd 
epithets will ever again be employed : for now our name is assumed 
as a term df honour, by the very leader of our opponents ; and our 
right to its exclusive possession is contested with us, as a thing of 
value ; and he who steps forward to impugn our faith in fact, pays it 
the compliment of assuming it in name : insomuch that when he might, 
land in my opinion was bound in fairness to putdown in his first pro- 
position a statement of the Trinitarian doctrine, he feels himself in. 
duced or obliged to content himself with the assertion of ours. 

I say again, — I distinctly say, that Mr. Bagot, by this statement, 
shrinks from the defence of the Trinity. I say again, that he renders 
up the battlements of his own ecclesiastical creed. I say again, that 
be has not given a clear, an open, and explicit answer, in accordance 
with the principles which he is supposed to maintain, to the very 
question which he perseveringly and pertinaciously urged on me ! 

But while I allow,^ — and not only allow, but in the course of this 
discussion shall strenuously maintain, that the Jlrst proposition of 
Mr. Bagot contains nothing but a principle of eternal truth, against 
which the gates of hell shall not prevail, — I am very far from be. 
stowing the same praise upon the second, which he has linked with it 
in an ungrateful and unholy alliance. His first proposition we have 
seen. The second is to this effect : 

2. The Lord Jesus Christ, the Mediator, is the Word made flesh, perfect God and-, 
perfect man ; possessing, as the Word, the same eternity, knowledge, power, au- 
thority, prerogatives, and godhead wiih the Father, and oae with him in all attri. 
butes. 

The match is ill assorted ; the parties are not agreed ; and I for- 
bid the banns ! 

The first proposition is rational— scriptural—intelligible; the 
second is irrational, unscriptural, and unintelligible. The first pro- 
position asserts, that " there is one God Jehovah only ;"— a proposition 
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»btcb is in accordance with the aoandest dtclates of tlie htuBon 
understanding ;— a propoBitioD which is in complete harmony with 
that primary revelation, the revelation of nature, on which the reve- 
lation of the Bible is fonnded : for If the heavens declare the glory 
^>f God, they declare the glory of One God only ; if the firmamenl 
ahoweih forth bis bandy-work, it certainly reveals the handy-work of 
none besides. Whereas the second of these mntually-destructive 
propositions annonnces a second person in the character of Deity, of 
whom reason says nothing, and of whom, in this capacity. Scripture 
is silent. The first proposition declares, that " there it one God, 
Jehovah, leho is God only, to the entire excluiion of the alleged god- 
^ado/ every creature;'' — a proposition which is distinctly stated over 
and over again, as I shall abundantly prove, in every part of the 
Sacred Volume, with every copious variety of phrase, of emphasis, 
and connexion, that can give it weight. The latter announces, th&t 
"the Lorh JBsirs Christ, the Mediator, it jierfect God and perfect 
man ;" — a statement which I defy him to produce any ooe passage of 
Scripture to prove;— to prove, not by inference, nor deduction, nor 
wire-drawn conclusion, nor by arbitrary meaning placed upon words 
contrary to their known tenor and signification in other places ; but 
by plain, downright, unequivocal assertion, such as I shall bring for. 
ward, if he does not, to establish bis tirst proposition. Let him name 
to U8 one single text in which it is plainly declared, that " the Lord 
Jetut Chritt, the Mediator, it the Word made flesh, perftet God and 
perfect man," — or words to that effect,— and the controversy between 
us is at an end. The first proposition declares a truth which all can 
understand, and all can heartily embrace, that "there is one God, 
Jehovab, who it God only; — a truth which is no mystery and no 
contradiction. But the latter, which asserts that the same being is 
perfect God and perfect man, asserts what Mr. Bagot may and will 
and mast affirm to be a mystery ; but which, I do declare, appears 
to me to be nothing but a contradiction and an absurdity. To say 
that the same being and the same person is perfect God and perfect 
man, — what is this but to alBrm, that he is almighty, at the same 
time that he is vieak ; that he is omniscient, at the same time thai 
he is ignorant ; that he is omnipreient, at the same lime that he is 
limited in extent ; that he is eternal, at the same time that he is 
limited in duration; that he is mpreme and iadevendant, at the same 
time that be is inferior and dependant P — Call this a mystery !' — say 
that it is above human reason ! It is not above human reason ! I 
know the meaning of every term in the proposition. I know the force 
of every connecting particle or phrase employed. I see and know 
that the two sets of attributes, the divine and human, are perfectly 
incompatible ; — that the proposition which asserts they both belong 
to'lhe tame perton, is irreconcilable with itself, and is self-destrnc- 
tory. — No such proposition is contained in Scripture ! 

I am aware that those who ai^ue on ibis hypothesis tell us, they are 
compelled to resort toil, in order to get rid of a contradiction. They 
say that one set of qualities appear to be ascribed to our Lord Jesus 
Christ in one set of passages, and another in other places ; and thus 
Ibey are obliged to have recourse to the supposition of (wo natures 
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M U9lle4 in one per»QP, ia ovder ta giet fid of a cantradictioa ! And 
how c)o they get rid of tbjia eontr^diction ? Hol¥ does their theory 
help them oat of the difficulty P Verily, it leaves them just where iit 
found them ! It p^eta rid of the eootradictiou, by leaving it still 9tar 
ring them broadly in the faee ! Asserting the union of two natures* 
the diviive wad the human, in one person, is just asserting the sajcne 
proposition in other words, which is allowed by the argument itself 
lo pe Goitradictory and absurd ! I shall prove, when these supposed 
contradictory texts come before me in the discussion, that it is by no 
pieans necessary to have recourse to this extravagant and unheard- 
of supposition, in order to understand the passages referred to. I 
shall show, if I have time, that there is not one of them which may 
not be explained on the supposition, that our blessed Lord is what 
be alwaya spoke of hioxself as being, one separate and distinct person 
askd being ; like other created intelligences. In the mean time I 
would juat beg to state ox to repeat to ypu, what i& the nature apd 
kind of that evidence, which, if this doctrine be the doctrine of 
Scripture^ must be required to support it. 

For tbip purpose, let us place ourselves in the situation of one of 
the Evangelists; Matthew, for instance, who had kuowu, and 
personally accompanied our Lord. He knew that this illustrious 
teacher was not only the long-expected Messiah, for whom the nation 
of the Jews anxiously looked, but a personage in6nitely more exalted 
than the race pf Abraham had ever exalted in their most ardeqt 
moods of anticipation ; he was no less than Tp^ Etisrnai^ and 
Dainipotent Jehovah, who created, sustains, and governs the wide 
universe of nature, clothed with the attributes of humanity. Uuder 
the veil of human infirmity was concealed the awful majesty of the 
Eternal King ! With this sublime and mysterious being, Matthjemt 
had himself lived in habits of intimacy and familiarity. He had 
been invited to become his follower, and had accepted the call ; be 
had entertained him in his house-^had accompanied him on bis 
journeys through the land of Judea — had witnessed his dangers, 
and shaced his privations ; and had seen him weep over the grave of 
Lazarus ; and had heard him affectingly deplore the blindnes$ and 
infatuation of the Jews in obstinately rejecting him ; and hod beheld 
kim shed tears 6ver the city of Jerusalem, while he foretold the ruin 
and desolation which the perverseness of its inhabitants was bringiug 
down upon it. Nay, more, he had beheld him seized like a male-» 
factor by a band of infuriate zealots ; dragged before a bigoted high-, 
priest and a cruel magistrate ; condemned to death by a sentence 
extorted by threats from an unwilling but guilty judge; and, atlas^, 
crucified on Golgotha, with every circumstance of insult and aggrar^ 
vated crf&elty : and knowing all this, and knowing that this lK:ing, 
thus treated, was no lessi a being than the bread and awfoi* 
Majesty of Beaten, — that Great and Eternal Being, whose verjj 
name was deemed by the Jews too sacred ever to be pronounced, 
save once in each year, by the high priest when alone, in the holy 
of the holies ;-' Matthew, knowing all this, sits down to write a 
history of his life and labours for the instruction of his countryn^en* 
He begins with the commencement of his earthly existence ; he Gon<i 



liDDea hia narrative through the lalermediBte sl^es of his life ttod 
ministry ; he ends with his res urrectioa from the tomK He Menu 
lo have taken particular paius to make his narrative as fall and 
minute as possible ; yet, wondrous to relate ! the one circumtlanet, 
ffhtcb, ir true, formed the most astonishing and wonderful of ^1 the 
wonders connected with our Saviour's character — Iht miraott of 
miracles, which, if true, eclipsed all other miracles that evtr were 
wrought — tiu doelrine of doctrintt, which, if true, threw all other 
facts and doctrines completely into the shade — the trtmKendatit fact, 
at which, as a modern believer in iti reality has decloj^d, " reason 
stuids aghast, md faith itself is half confounded," — this 'Tkbuen- 
Dous DOCTRINE, which, had it been true, and bad it been known lo 
the Apostle Matthew, would iiave engrossed all his thoughts, con- 
centrated all his feelings in itself, and its own mysterions awfulness, 
and put ^1 his faculties into requisition, ib order to express, in a 
worthy manner, tbe overwheliuing truth, — this alU en grossing, all. 
concentrating, and all- mysterions fact, is passed over by Matthew, 
without being once mentioned by him in his history ! He hod lived 
in habits of intimacy and familiarity with Almighty God. He writes, 
for tbe instruction of biS countrymen, the history of bis incaruation ; 
and, strange to say ! not one word does the historian drop, as from 
himself^ on the subject of tbe real nature of that being whose history 
be records. Read over the Gospel of Matthew from beginning to 
end ; you Vill find many facts recorded which are, to say the least, 
very hard to reconcile wilh the hypothesis of the " Proptr Deily of 
the Word." But of tbe " Proper Deity of tke Word" itself, the hiB- 
lorian says not a single syllable ; nay, the term Word — which we ara 
now told is tbe accurate and descriptive phrase to denote the Divine 
Being who thus lived, laboured, and died among men — is not found 
in this sense in the whole Gospel of MaTthew. And tbe only two 
passt^B in the book which are supposed to have any reference to 
the doctrine, are the name " Emmanuel" applied to Christ in the 
same sense as it was given to a child born in the lifetime of Isaiah ; 
not by the historian, but by an angel : and a clause in tbe baptismal 
commission, which no more ptoves the " Proper Deity of Christ," 
than a precisely similar phrase in the Epistles of St. Favl proves 
that Moses had also a Supreme and Proper Deity of his own. t 
have looked into the writings of several Trinitarian divines and ex- 
positors, both before the present discussion was talked of and since ; 
aitd I have not found, that any other passage in the Gospel of Mat- 
TBSW that is supposed to contain any thing like a direct assertion 
of the " Proper Deity of Chri*l." We iiave seen that neither of these 
assertions, or supposed assertions, is direct - and neither of them i^ 
jpven in the words of the hisloriaa himself. How are we lo account 
for this wonderful silence of the holy Apostle ? Are we to suppose 
with Athanasius, — that renowned champion of orthodoxy,— that 
the venerable Evangelist wilfully concealed the truth, lest it might 
•fieed the prejudices of his coontrymeD, as well aa of the Gentiles? 
If so, we give to bis discretion what we take from bis veracity and 
historical credit 
Bol our aBtonithment is increased, when we find that Maak— 
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who made Matthew's Grospel the foundation of an independent 
narrative — observes an equal silence ; that Luke, who evidently had 
the works of his predecessors before his eye, when composing his 
parrative, is equally reserved ; and that John only mentions, or is 
supposed to mention, the doctrine in his own words, in one passage 
of his Gospel, — the commencement of it, — to which Mr. Bagot's se- 
cond Proposition obviously refers, and to which I shall probably 
address myself in some remark, before this discussion closes. 

Now, my Christian friends and brethren, I ask you is this proba- 
ble? Is this the way you would have conveyed a knowledge of this 
unspeakably important and interesting truth, had you been in the 
situation of the evangelists P Put yourselves for a moment in the 
place of these illustrious disciples. Assume to yourselves the feel- 
ings of warm, affectionate, and grateful attachment to your Saviour, 
with which his personal friends must have been animated. Add to 
their veneration for his character, and their respect for his authority, 
and their regret for his sorrows, their exultation and transport at 
witnessing his resurrection and ascension. Add to all these the 
sentiments which they must have cherished for their Lord and Mas*, 
ter, if they knew the statement in Mr. Bagot's proposition to be true. 
Suppose all these feelingsi yours ; and that, with al) these feelings 
strong upon you you sat down to write his history. Would you, I 
ask, — would you have passed over this wonderful and awful event as 
they have done ? I fearlessly pronounce, that you would not, and 
could not have done so. It is not in human nature. The doctrine, 
therefore, unless it be supported by testimonies far more numerous 
in quantity and far more explicit in kind than these usually adduced 
out of the evangelical records, cannot be true. If it had been true, 
it would not have been left to be gathered, or inferred, or collected, 
from hints, inuendoes, allusions, — from minute criticism, and the 
doctrine of the Greek article. If it had been true, it would have 
shone forth in every page ; it would have adorned every paragraph ; 
it would have illuminated every line. But so far is this from being 
the case, that I am willing to rest the whole cause on an examina- 
tion of any one of the Evangelists. Let us begin with the beginning, 
«— go through every passage from the commencement to the close ; let 
us consider seriatim the different statements made respecting our 
Saviour in the order in which they occur; and it will then be speed- 
ily seen, on which side the weight of scriptural testimony lies. I 
venture to affirm, that Mr. Bagot will not nave adduced three hints 
or allusions to the doctrine of the Supreme Deity and Perfect Man- 
hood of Christ as united in one person, until I shall have quoted 
three hundred direct proofs to the contrary. On such a regular and 
orderly examination of any one Evangelist throughout, I am willing- 
to rest the cause. 

The arguments which it will be my duty to bring forward, will 
be very different from those which have hitherto been adduced on 
the other side. In place of the hints, allusions, and forged text» 
which are so often paraded as proofs of the Trinity, I will bring for- 
ward a class of texts, plain, direct, and unimpeachable, directly 
affirming the doctrine which I defend, and from which X take tny 
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dMtgBation as a Unitarian— nfttnely, the Divine Unity : affirming it 
not with exception and reservation of a threefold diilinction of per- 
•oas, embsistences, or hypostAseg ; bnt plainly, directly, abaolutely, 
and unreservedly. And I aball, for this purpose, quote such tezta 

Dbut. vi. 4. Hear, O Israel, the LaRD our God, ia Ons LOBD [i, a. Jbbo- 
t»H our God » One jEnoYia]. 

tsi. iiKvii. 16. Lord of hosts, God oF Iiraet, thou art the Qod, even 
tban idobe of oil the hingdooig oF the earth. [SO.] Nan theraroie, O Lord onr 
Ood, UF« us from h» band, [hat all the kingdaiDs ,of the earth maj know that 
tboD art the Ldhd, even thou anly. 

Zbcb. lir. 9. JiHOViB Bball be kiag ever all Ihe earth. Id that da; there 
shall be OKS JaROTiB, tod bis oama ohb. 

Nbbkii. ix. 6. ITlioa, evea thna, art Jibotih alone : tbou but made 
beavtn, the bMven of heaveaa, «ith all their bosl; ■ • ■ and tbou preserve&C them 
all. 

HiKK xii. 29. Jesus ansxered him, The first of all the commandmeDti ii. 
Hear, O Israel, TSE Lokd odb God is one Lord i [30.;] And Ihou shalt love 
the Loud tbj God, wiib all titj heart, and with all tta; soul, and with all thj 
IMBd, and nilh all thy stiength. This it the flnt commacdmeDt. • • • • 
[33.] And the scribe (vi(h irhom he bad been coBverslag) said unto hiu; 
Well, Master! thou bast sajd the (ruth: for tqerb is onb Ood, and thrrt fi 
none olhet' but Ht. "* [Si,] And when Jesus saw that he answered discreetly, 
he said, Thoa art not/drfroM the tiagdon ^f God ! 

Gil. Tii. 30, •' • • God is onb ! 
I shall next bring forward plain, downright, and intelligible asser- 
tioDS, that the " Father" alone la the one Bein^, who is asserted lo 
bs Ood alone, to the entire exclusion of all others. I challenge 
Mr. Bogot to bring forward any ainiilar declarations respecting God 
tht Son, or God tha Word, if the phrase pleases him belter ; — to say 
nothing of God the Holy Ghost ; — whom, indeed, it is quite custom, 
ary to pass over in ailcace, in the present argument : why this is the 
case I do not know; for if he be God ns mach as either of the other 
two, he has surely as good a right to he put prominently forward as 
they. Under this division of my subject, I shall adduce such an- 
thorities as — 
MaTT. uiil. 9. One is -javt Father who Is in heaven. 

I. Cor; viii. 4—8. ■ • ^ There is none odier God bat One : for though there 
be that are called Gods, whether in beaveu or in earth, (as there be Gods manj- 
and Lords man;,) jret to us tktn it but One God,Tam Fxthbr, of whoniareaU 
Ihiags, and we ia him, &c. 

£pH. iv. 6. There is onb God and Fitubk of ill, who is above all, and 
tbrongh all, and io ;au all. 

Bfirt. It. 2ff— 31. Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing? And one of 
tbettshalt aot-fidlonthe ground nUthout' roUA Father ! 

tuBE I. 31. In that hour Je^us tejotced in spirit, and said, I thank Ibee, 
FxTBtlK-, Lord of asAvEw amd bavth. •' • ■ Even so, FaruBB, fcc. — See MaVt. 
xi. 2S. 

X afaatl then a>3v6it to a number of passages in which our Lord 
Jems Christ is expressly distinguished from the one God, in such a 
manner, as to prove that hla alleged Deity is entirely excluded by 
th(Me^98t^;es which assert the sole Supremacy of the Father. With 
this Waw I shall refer to such texts as— 



18 

Mask s. IS. Jetut laid unto him, Wbj callett thou m* good ? I%er0 U 
non§ good bui one ; that it, God ! 

I Tim. ii. d. There is One God, and one Mediator between God and meoy 
the man Christ Jesus. 

John xvH. 3. This is life eternal, that they may know theb, thb only 
Tftuv God,— and — Jeeue Christ whom thou host sent ! 

Mask xiii. 32. Of that day, and that hour, knoweth no man ; no, not the 
angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, — but thb father ! 

Matt. xii. 50. Whosoever shall do the will of my Father who is in heaven, 
the same is my brother, &c. 

I shall then advert to the passages which contain the doctrine 
of the New Testament, respecting religious worship ; which show 
that, according to the example and precepts of Christ, and the prac 
tice of his disciples, the Father is the only heing to whom it can be 
presented ; and, accordingly, that he is the only true God, to whom 
all homage and veneration are due. The passages which I shall 
adduce under this head are such as the following : 

Matt. vi. 6. But thou, when thou prayesc, enter into thy closet; and when 
thoa hast shut the door, pray to thy Father who is in secret ; and tbt Fathbr, 
who seeth in secret, shall reward thee openly. 

Matt. vi. 9. After this manner therefore pray ye: Our Father, who art 
in heaven, &c. 

Matt, xviii. 19. Again I say unto you, that if two of you shall agree on 
earth as touching any thing that they shall ask, it shall be done for them of 
XT Fathbr who is in heaven. 

LuKB x% 21. At that hour Jesus rejoiced in spirit, and said, I thank thee, 
P Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast hid these things from the 
wise and prudent, and revealed them unto babes; even so, Father, for so it 
seemed good in thy sight. , 

This verse not only marks a plain line of distinction between our Sa- 
viour and the Father, but proves that our Lord addressed his prayers 
only to the Father ; which is confirmed, among other texts, by — 

Matt. xxvi. 39. And he we^t a little farther, and fell on his face, and prayed, 
saying, O mt Father, if it be possible, let this eup pass from me : nevertheless 
not as I will, but as thou wilt ! 

After bringing forward these proofs in support — I might say in 
demonstration-^of the doctrine contained in my first proposition, I 
shall advert in support of my second, to the names, titles, and design 
nations, commonly bestowed upon our Lord Jesus Christ in Scrip- 
ture ; and I shall be able to prove, that these are all such as we 
know, either from their own nature, or from the express assertions 
of the Sacred Writers, to be expressive of inferiority. Of these 
I may now enumerate the terms, " Word,^* — " Son of God,** — *'Child 
of God;*— " the Son;*--'' the SonofMan,"—'' Man,**—" Christ,**— 
*' Prophet;*—'' Apostle,**— " ike Sent;*—" the Mediator,**—" the 
Anointed** 

I shall next bring forward a numerous array of passages, in which 
it is expressly declared, that Christ was created by the Father ; and 
that he received from him existence, wisdom, power, authority, and 
dignity — that he is in all things subordinate and inferior to the 
Father ; and expressly disclaimed a participation of the divine attri- 
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bote* In that onlimtted sentie in vhich they belong to Qod. Xow, 
you will observe, that for all these things I shall adduce, not hints, 
or InnuendoB, or inferences, but plain, direct, and explicit assertions: 
and I challenge Mr. Bagot to bring forward, either any assertions of 
the same kind, respecting God, the Father ; or any assertions, equally 

Elain and palpable, respecting the dignity which be assigns to oar 
lord Jesus Christ. On the contrary, I shall prove before you, by 
quotations of Scripture, that those expressions which are commonly 
brought forward as proofs on this side, are freely ascribed to other 
persons whose Supreme I>eity nobody dreams of oBEerting; and that, 
when the Sacred Writers cefebrate, in the highest strains, the glory 
and dignity of the Saviour, they do, at the same time, couple with 
their praises expressions which plainly intimate, that, whatever Christ 
is, bow high so ever his titles, and bow exalted so ever bis rank, he 
is, and has all, of and from the Father ; and whatever the respect and 
honour which is his due, it is to redound ultimately to the glory of 
the Father, Now, this is exactly the pure Unitarian doctrine ; and 
if I prove these things, I prove my point. 



Mb. bagot.— I shall not occupy either your time or my own 
with a long introduction. I appear before you this day in conse. 
quence of what I consider a challenge from Mr. Porter, to discuss 
with him one of the most important doctrines of Christianity — the 
True Deity of our Lord and Saviour Jesua Christ, 

I enter upon this solemn undertaking with the most perfect per- 
Buasion, that the progress of the glorious Gospel of the ever-blessed 
God cannot be impeded, however it might be the Lord's pleasure, 
in some way to advance it, by the result of this controversy. He 
to whom the shields of the earth belong has infinite resources at 
command, and can easily over-rule every circumstance to the pro- 
motion of his glory. ^Vbateve^ may be the sentiments of individuola 
as to the propriety of such a discussion, I must take the liberty to 
insist, that, when the challenge had once appeared, I had but one 
coarse to follow, namely, to accept it ; and I trust that, in ss doing, 
I have been solely influenced by a sense of duty. There are, I am 
aware, two classes of persons in this assembly. To those who agree 
with me in sentiment, I would earnestly say, Letme have your fer. 
vent prayers, that he who was with Paul when soman stood beside 
him— who said to him in the hour of trial, "My grace is sufficient 
for thee; my strength is perfected in weakness ; and who promised 
to bis Apostles a mouth and a wisdom which none of their adver- 
saries could gainsay or resist,, — would grant me a spirit of fanmility, 
energy, and judgment, and enable me to speak the truth in love, so 
as to glorify bis holy name. And to those who differ from me I 
would affectionately say, I do not come here as your enemy, but as 
yonr friend. I am influenced, I trust, neither by bigotry, prejudice, 
not seotarian animosity ; but simply by a desire to proclaim and en- 
force what I consider to he the very essence and vitality of the 
Christian religion. I would earnestly disclaim the enterttunment of 



anj pinonal antipathy towards those who differ Crop me in rdigiova 
opinion ; and am at all times ready to concede to others th^^t. full 
credit for disinterested sincerity which I claim for myself ; though I 
should be sorry to compromise for one moment the importa^^e 
which I believe the Word of God attaches to the sentiments I hold, 
by not plainly declaring my impression, that those who reject them 
are in a state of dangerous error. I do, then, expect that w«^ shall 
both be heard with candour ai^d indulgence by those who differ 
from our respective views ; and I shall be much disappointed if this 
discussion will not excite a greater spirit of religious inquiry, and a 
greater disposition to search the Scriptures with studious and priQ^^r- 
ful investigation, and circulate a greater feelipg 9f courtesy wA 
social kindness amongst persons of opposite religious opinions, than* 
I am sorry to say, has hitherto prevailed. 

I shall proceed, without any further introduction, to dem^^nstiia^i 
the truth of the propositions I have proposed to defend, according U>. 
Scripture. 

My FIRST proposition asserts, that timers is but one 6od^ 
Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire exclusion of the alleged 
godhead of every creature. For this I advance the following proofs: 

Dbyjt. Ti. 4. Hear,'0 Ismel ! the Lord our God is one Lqrd. 

John xrii. 3. And this is life eternal, that they might know tl^ee, tlie ovlj^ 
tnie Gody and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent. 

1 Cor. viii. 4— 6. As concerning therefore the eating of those things thal^ 
are offeced in sacrifice unto idols, we know that an idol is nothing in the world, 
and that there is none other God but one : for though there be that are called 
Gods, whether in heaven or ^atth, (as there be Gods many and Lords mai^,) 
Vut to us there is but one Goid, the Father, of whom are all things, and i|r«: ^io; 
^im i and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him, 

£PB. iy. 6, One God and Father of all who is above ail, iMid through al^ 
and in you all. 

To these I might add many more passages ; but these are amply 
sufficient to prove, that there is but One (^d, to the entire exclusion 
of the alleged godhead of every real or fictitious creature. I would 
here request every one to draw a clear distinction between the ex- 
elusion of all independent beingtfrom the CUtdhead, and the inclusion 
of three Divine Persons in that One Godhead, Whilst I not only ad- 
mit, but maintain, that the texts abov« quoted^ and others of a 
similar form, are quite satisfactory in proving the exclusion of every 
created being from Deity, I maintain that they do not contradict 
the doctrine which teaches the inclusion of Three Persons in the 
One Deity of the Bible. This leads me to state and prove my 
SECOND proposition, viz, : 

The Lord Jesus Christ, the Mediator, is the Word made flesh,, 
perfect God and perfect man ; possessing, as the Word, the same 
liternity, knowledge, power, authority, prerogatives* and. Godhead, 
with the Father, apd one with him in all attributes. 

This proposition refers to the Lord Jesus Christ in tbrioe points 
of view ; as being the Mediator ;.as being perfect man; andaabeing 
perfect God, one God with the Pather. 



1. That ha ii Mediator U ammad in the rolldtriDg, amonpt 
other passages : 

1. Tim. ii. S. Foi there is one God, and one Mediafiu bat«e«D God aiid, 
ncD, tke nun Chriit Jcsui. 
HSB. y'ui. 6. By bow mueli klso be b Oie Medi&tor aC ■ betta ca 
Hbb. is. IS. For this cauK b« is tfai Mediator of the 



I voald here rem&rk, tbst a mediator is one who assume (he 
•fiiM of Interposition between two parlies who are at varianee, in 
order to effect a Feeonctliation. This defioation will not, at least in 
9 general point of view, be qnestioned. What I wish principally to 
remark, in refereoce to It, is, that a mediator mast necessarily be, as 
long u he snstuns the office, subordinate to one of the parties : 
therefore the Lord Jesas Christ, as Mediator, is, in that capacity, 
lubordintitt to God the Father; and, consequently, wherever he is 
spoken of in Scripture in that. capacity, we naturally espect to find 
elear eTideoees of his subordinaHon ; and as the New Testament 
pTofesses to be a history of bis mediatorial work, we naturally find 
-it fall of endenoes of his mediatorial enbordination. Upon this prin- 
ciple, therefore, it is quite natural to fiDd the Mediator asserting 
that his doctrine is not his own, but his that sent him (John vii. 16); 
tfaat the Father had sanctified him and sent him Into the world 
(JoBH X. 86) ; that he come to do hib Father's will (John t. 30) ; 
that, during the period of his continuing on earth, as Mediator, his 
"Father was greater than be" (John xiv. 28); and that aa bis medi. 
atoriai kingdom bad a beginning, so when the purposes for which it 
was instituted shall he accomplished, it shall have a UrmiiMfiom 
when he shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the. 
FaUier (1 Cos. xv. 24 to 28). 

2. The proposition asserts that the Lord Jesus Christ is perfect 
man ; by which I mean that he possessed a true human sohI and 
body. Of this I sabmit the following proofs : 

(1.) He is called a man in several passages of Sonptnce, and 
without any qualifying expression which would lead us to attach tO' 
the word any other than the ordinary signification ; as in Acts ii. SS. 
"A man approved of God among you, by miracles and wonders aad 
signs, wbicn God did by him;" and 1 TiM. ii. 6. "There is one 
Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus." 

(2) He displayed, during his continuance on earth, every cha- 
racteristic of a complete, but sinless humanity. 

(a.) His mind, as man, possessed the same characteristics as a 

E roper human mind should possess. It was capable of acquiring 
DQwledge: progressively, as his bttman body was only capable of 
ioGKasing in stature progressively (Lvkb ii. 6S) ; and after all its 
acquinttons, it wa» capable only of a limited knowledge; for there 
WW some things which the man Christ Jesus was ignorant of (as of 
Uie boar oEjudgment, Mjuutxiii. 32). An oamucient hitman mind 
UA.oonlnuiiciien i» itrmt. 
But on the 8ubjea of onr Saviour's^ bnmanily, it will be suffidenl 



as 

to refer to two comprehensire passagea in tbe Epistle to the He- 
brews: tbe former in Hbb. ii. 14. ''Forasmuch then as the children 
are partakers of flesh and bloody he also himself took part of tbe 
same; that through death be might destroy bim that bad tbe power 
of deaths that is the devil, and deliver them who through fear of 
death were all their lifetime subject to bondage :'*— the latter is in 
Hbb. ii. 17, 18. ** Wherefore in all things it behoved bim to be made 
like unto his brethren, that he might be a merciful and faithful high- 
priest in things pertaining to God.'' From these passages it appears 
that Christ's human nature was assumed, in order that he might 
become capable of dying, so as thereby to effect our deliverance ; 
and also in order that, by a personal experience in our infirmities, he 
might feel such a sympathy with us, as would give us a confidence 
in his faithfulness and mercy. And when we consider how much of 
our sinfulness and misery results from our ignorance, it is manifest 
that in order to lay tbe foundation for a perfect sympathy, he must 
have assumed tbe ignorance of human nature. He was, in fact, "in 
all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin." Hbb. iv. 15. 

I would here remark, that in bis human nature the Lord Jesus 
Christ was dependent upon, and inferior to Deity. Hence, as the 
four Gospels profess to be a history of the " days of his flesh,'' we 
naturally find them containing copious proofs of his dependence and 
inferiority. But such proofs have nothing to do with the distinct 
and independent question of bis Deity. 

3. The proposition asserts that the Lord Jesus Christ is perfect 
God ; possessing the same eternity, knowledge, power, authority, 
prerogatives, and godhead with the Father, and one with him in all 
attributes. 

I shall simply rest this doctrine upon tbe testimony of our mu- 
tually acknowledged standard, tbe word of God. And^as tbe Bible 
professes to be a revelation of /acts, and not of the explanations 
of facts or of mysteries, — I shall, throughout the entire discussion, 
consider this doctrine entirely as a question oK fad, to be affirmed 
or denied by testimony, and shall not enter into any metaphysical 
disquisitions which would involve any inquiry into its possibility. 

The simple argument by which it appears to me that this doc- 
trine is to be proved, may be thus stated : 

The only way by which we can ascertain tbe God of tbe Bible, 
iS| by allowing our minds to be guided by that revelation of tbe 
peeuliar attributes and prerogatives of Deity, which the Bible pre- 
sents, so as to admit and recognize tbe Deity of whatever person 
these attributes and prerogatives of Deity are associated with. 
Now upon this principle, if I found that tbe attributes and preroga- 
tives of Deity were ascribed to a person, whom, at the same time, 
I found to be designated by the name of Isaiah or Peter, I would, 
of course, argue for tbe Deity of Isaiah or Peter, and maintain that 
they were manifestations of tbe Godhead in human nature. But 
this I do not find to be the case. I find, however, that the peculiar 
attributes and prerogatives of true and perfect Godhead are in 
Scripture associated with bim who is, at the same time, designated 
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the Lord Jeaux ChTisI; that he Is represented to oar riew aa pos- 
sessing the same chnracteiistics and diviae priTilegea with the Father 
(whose Deity I here tissume J. —• And, therefore, whilst I Tully maiO' 
tain that there is but one God, I at the same time, submit to the 
force of all these scriptural proofs, by maintaiiiiDg that the Lord 
Seaas Christ is ia a sense distinct from, but consistent with, his 
assumed condition as Man and Mediator; 0/is God with the Father. 
This is » statement of the general argument, tbe4ogical validity 
of which will not be questioned, because it is based upon the same 
principles by which our opponents prore the Deity of the Father. 
I shall now proceed to adduce, in detail, the scriptural proofs by 
which I substantiate this general argument, 

I. I SHALL BRINO FORWARD PROOFS OP THB NAMG8, ATTRI- 
BUTES, AND FK&KOOATIVKS OF DeITT BEING ASCRIBBD TO CHBIST ; 

In Isaiah vii. 14, we read the following passage: "Behold a 
virgin shall conceive and bear a Son, and shall call his name Imma- 
nad ;" which is asserted by Matthew to be a prophecy of the 
nativity of Christ, containing a descriplioe deiignation of his person : 
"Behold a vii^in shall be with child, and shall bring forth a Son, 
and they shall call his name Emmanuil; which, being interpreted, 
is God with M»." Matth. i. 20. 

In ISA. ix. 6, 7, the prophet, having spoken of Christ in refer- 
ence to his human nature as " the child born," immediately describes 
him ia contrast to this, as the " mighty God," or strong God," and 
as invested with everlasting dominion; "For unto us achild is born, 
unto us a son is given ; and the government shall be upon his shoul- 
der ; and his name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the mighty 
God, the everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace. Of the increase of 
his government and peace there shall be rvo end, upon the throne of 
David, and upon his kingdom to order it, and to establish it with 
judgment and with justice from henceforth even for ever : the zeal 
/of the Lord of Hosts will accomplish this." The reference of this 
prophecy to Christ is evident : 1st, from its connexion with Isa. vii. 
14, of which the application to hfm is confirmed by Matthew ; 
2dly, from the application of,the 1st and second verses to Christ, in 
Matt. iv. 14 to IG; and from the virtual application of the passage 
itself to him, in Luke i. 32 and 33 ; and, 3dly, from the fact that the 
description of person and character contained in this prophecy will 
not comport with any other person. 

In Jebbhiah xxiii. S and 6, the personal glory and mediatorial 
valne of Christ are described by the complex title of " Jehovah our 
righleouaneas." — " Behold the days come, saith the Lord, that I 
will raise unto David a righteous Branch, and a King shall reign and 
prosper, and shall execute judgment and justice in the earth; in bis 
days Judah shall be saved, and Israel sball dwell safely ; and this is 
his name whereby he shall be called. The Lord out righleaustuss." 

In MiG. V. 2, the prophet, having foretold Christ's coming forth 
Trom Bethlehem, immediately adduces, in contrast with this, a de. 
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8cciptk>n which asserts his itrici eUrnity : ''But thou, Bethlehem 
Epbratah, thoagh thoo be little among the thousands of Judah, yet 
cot of thee shall he come forth unto me, that is to be ruler in Is- 
rael ; whoB$ goings forth have b$en from of old, of everlasting. The 
application of this passage to Clirist is proved by reference to Matth. 
IL 16, and John yii. 42. 

In Mal. iil. 1, the prophet speaks of Christ by a distinct refer- 
ence to his Deity and to his mediatorial office : " Behold I will send 
my Messenger, and he shall prepare the way before Me ; and the 
Lord whom ye seek shall suadenly come to his temple; even the 
Messenger of the covenant, whom ye delight in ; benold he shall 
come, saith the Lord of Hosts/' The application of this passage to 
Christ is clearly asserted in Mark i. 2. And as it describes the 
temple m Jerusalem as being^ *' his temple,** it is evident that he was 
the God of the temple, or else it was consecrated to idolatry. 

In Ijukb i. 17, we find Christ designated as the "Lord the God of 
Israel"—" And many of the children of Israel shiaU he turn to the 
Lord their God, and he shall go before him in iht spirit and pbwef 
of Elias,'* &C. That Christ is here intended there can be no ques. 
tioQ, especially when we read the worda of the Baptist in John iif. 
26. " I am not the Christ, but I am sent before him.** 

In John, i. 1, Christ's Deity is expressly asserted, under the desig- 
nation of the Word : " In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, a«d the Word was God** 

In John i. 3, the Apostle shows that he understands Christy as the 
Word, to be God in the strict and tvae sense, by ascribing to him, 
both positively and negatively, the creation of all things : " All 
things were made by him, and without him was not any thing made 
that was made." 

Also, in verse 10,. he ascribes to bim the creation of the world in 
which he was : "He was in the world, and the world was made by 
him, and the world knew him not" 

In John iii. 13, we learn that Christ was in heaven (which be 
could only be in his divine nature), whilst he wasr in? bis homatn 
nature conversing with Nicodemus , ''And no man hath ascended 
up to heaven> but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of 
man, which is in heaven.'' 

Christ permitted his disciples to ascribe to him the fkcdlty of 
omniscience, without rejecting it> in JoHNxvi. 30: ''Now we are* 
sure that thou knowest all things, &c.; and in John xxi. 17 : "Lord, 
thou knowest all things ; thou knowest that I love thee." 

In John xx. 28, two titles of Deity are ascribed to the Saviour* 
with bis full approbation : " And Thomas answered and soKid unto 
him. My Lord and my God." 

In RoM; ix. 5, we read, "Whose are the fathers, and of whom, 
as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for 
ever." In this pa^ssage there are foor distinct attributes of true 
Deity referjed to Chri&t, in respect of that nature of his which is not 



" acoofdin^ to IN^' flesh," «tz. (be title "God ;■" the Mtribulo of 
Bupremacy and stenilljr ; and the title " blessed," which, of ilitlf, 
without any adjnnot, inplies true Deity, as ii evident from Haik 
xiv. 61. " Art thou th« Christ, the Son of the Bkased P" 

Phil. iL 5 — 8. " Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ 
Jesus; who, being in the form of God, thought it not robber; to be 
eqaal with Qod : but made himself of no repotatlon, and took npon 
4tim the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men ; 
and being foand in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and be- 
came obedient unto death, even the death of the cross; wherefore 
God also hath highly exalted him," Ste. In this passage Christ is 
spoken of in three respects ; — 1st, as to his pre-existent state, in the 
fcom of God ; Sdly, as to bis hitmiliatiou in the fjesh ; and 3d)y, a» 
to his subsequent mediatorial esaltntion by the Father. — The first 
new is that upon which I rest the argument for his Deity, 

The i*depmde»t and v»lmiUd power of Christ is asserted in 
Pbo. iii. 21. " Who shall change our rile body, that it may be 
fashioned like unto his glorious body, accoTding to the working (or 
energy) whersby h* i$ aiU even to subdue all things ynh himtelf." 

The priority of Christ to «M created things,' and the creation and 
preservation of all things by him, is asserted in Col. i. Id— 17 ; 
" Who is the Image of the invisible God, the first-bom of every 
Meatnre : /or by him were all things ereajed that are in heaven, 
and that are in earth, visible and tnvlsiUe, whether they be thronea, 
or dominiona, or priDcipalities, or powers ; all thing? were created by 
Mm, and for him i and he is before all things, and by him all things 
eoDslst.''— This last danse, also, Becessarity impliea his poesessicn 
of an existence coextended with his works. 

' The Deity of Christ is asserted in Col. ii. 9. "For in him dwell- 
eth oil the fuUess of the Godhead bodily." 

In I Tm. Iii. 16, we bare a proof that be who was manifest in 
the flesh, was God : whether we read tbe passage as it stands in 
oar Snglish translation, and as Griesbach sanctioned in his first 
edition, " And, without controversy, great is the mystery of godli. 
■eas; God was numlfesE ialbefle^," &c or, tbvs, aoeordtng to 
Owsssace'i aMmd cditios, " Bat, it I tany loog, that thou mayast 
kovw how thou oughtaat to behave thyself ii) the bouse of God (which 
to the chnvcli of tbe living God, Ibe piUar and ground of truth | and 
witkoat cositroversy, gaeat ia the mystery of godliness); who was 
manifest in the Heah," Sic—For, in this cnsa, tbe last masculina 
intecadeai, which conld agree with tbe relative " who," is" God." 

In Titos Ii. 18, we read, "Looking for that blessed hope, and 
the glorious appearing of the great God and our Saviour Jesas 
Christ." -"As the- glorious appearing here spoken of refers to Christ's 
•oming to judgraem, this application of the title " great God" to 
bijn is apparent ' 

In Hbb. i. S, Christ is spoken of as tbe Heir and Cre«tor of ^t 
Aings: " Whom tie (i. e. Ibe Father) hath appointed heir of all 
(Blttgs, by whom also tte made the worlds^" 
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In HiB. L 3, we reiMi, " Wbo being the brigbtoeM of hit glory, 
and the expreM image of his person, and apboloing all things by the 
wofd of his power," &c<^In these words two xemarkable epithets are 
given to Christ, which imply his perfect oneness in glory and snb* 
sistence with the Father^ and also the work of Providence is ex- 
pressly referred to him. 

In Hbb. i. 6, he is represented as the proper object of worship to 
,tbe angels : " When ne briogeth in the first-begotten into the 
world, he saith, And let all the angels of God worship him/' 

In Hbb. L 8, the Father is represented as addressing the Son in 
langaage which necessarily implies his possession of Deity and of 
everlasting dominion: " Thy tlirone, O God, is for ever and ever/* 
&c. — ^These words being a quotation from the 45th Psalm, show 
that we are to understand the description of Deity which that Psalm 
contains as relating to Christ. 

In Heb. i. 10, the Father is represented a^ addressing to the Son 
a quotation from the 102d Psalm : " Thon, "Lord, in the beginning 
hast laid the foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the works 
of thine hafads: they shall perish, but thou remainest; and they all 
shall wax old, as doth a garment; and as a vesture shalt thou fold 
them up, and they shall be changed ; but thou a,rt the ^ame, and thy 
years shall not fail.'' In this passage, Christ is addressed as the 
Creator, -the beginning and the end of all things, and as invested 
with the eiemiiy and immut^hilUy of Deity. 

K. B. The fint chapter of Hebrews, 'from which the last five |m>of8 have 
been extracted, also eontains passages of aa independoDt nature, in which ' the 
mediatorial character and subordination of the Son is mentioned, in contrast 
with these ascriptions of the peculiarities of Deity. . 

In Hebrews z4ii. 8, immutability is ascribed to Christ by the 
same Greek expression {6 avrhg) as in chap. L 12, and with an ad. 
dition similar to that which is connected with that term in the latter 
passage : " Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, to.day, and for ever;" — 
a declaration parallel to, but more emphatic than the other, " Thou 
art the same, and thy years shall not fail." 

In 1 John v. 20, Christ is styled the true God, as is evident not 
merely from the grammatical construction of the passage, btit also 
from the connexion of that title with the title of '' eternal life,'' 
which is used as a designation of Christ, as distinguished from the 
Father, in the 2d verse of the 1st chapter of this £pistle: " And 
we know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an under, 
standing, that we may know him that is true; and we are in him 
that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ This is the true God, 
and eternal life." 

In Rev. i. 8, we read, "I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning 
and the ending, saith the Lord, which is, which was, and which is to 
come, the Almighty." — Upon thHs passage we remark, that althougli 
we believe it to be the language of Christ, yet our ^gument is aa 
strong, if not stronger, by submitting to the interpretation which 
refers it to God th^ Father; for, according to this view, the phna^ 




cfHtftcteilzea the Father by the very iome dlrlne titles which sre 
•named by Christ in the 17tb and Idlb venes of the same chapter; 
and consiatCTicy requires that we should not give a different inter. 
pntAlion to the rery same tenns In the two cases. 

Tn Hkt. i. 17, the title of First and Last is assumed by Christ : 
"Fear not, I am the first and the last;" also in chap. h. 8, "These 
tbiDgs eaith the first and the last, which was dead and is alive;" and 
in Rbt. xxit. 13, " I am Alpha and Omego, the beginning and the 
end, the first and the last." 

Id Bit. xvii. 14, two titles of Deity are ascribed to Cbcist ; 
"These shall make war with the Lamb, and the Lamb shall over- 
come them; for be is King of kings, and Lord of lords;" and also 
in chap. six. 16, "And he. hath on his vestare, and on his thigh,' a 
name written. King of kings, and Lord of lords." 

In the following passages the title "Ood'^is applied to Christ; 
£pHES. T. 5, " In the kingdom of Christ and of God," whicb, oc. 
cording to the Greek, might be more distinclly rendered, " In the 
kingdom of him who is Christ and God."— 2 l^ESS. i. 12, "Accord- 
ing to the grace of our God and the Lord Jesus Christ,'' or "of oar 
God and Lord Jesus Christ."— 2 Pet. i. I, "Through the righleousr 
nesB of God and our Saviour Jesus Christ," or " of our God and 
Saviour Jesus Christ." 

In 1 John iii. 2 and 6, Christ is spoken of under the title of 
f God :" — " Beloved, now are we the sons of God, and it doth not yet 
appear what we shall be: but we know that when ke shall appear, 
we shall be like him ; for we shall see him as he is." "And ye know 
that ke was manifested to take away our sins." — It is evident that the 
mraon designated in these two verses by the pronoun " he" is the 
Lord Jesns Christ; hut, grammatieally ipeaking, this pronoun must 
refer to the word "God" in the second verae; therefore Christ is here 
styled God. 

. We advance the following proofs of Christ's bAving received and 
lect^ised, whilst upon earth, many acts of homage and pelilion, 
which, if he were a vurely created being, he should have rejected 
upon a prtDciple of piety, and because such honours were of too high 
a nature to be paid to any but one invested with true and proper 
Deity.— Mattb. viii. 2. "There came a leper, and worshipped him, 
saying. Lord, if Ikov mlti thou canst make me clean." Mabk 
describes the circumstance thus, chap. i. 40. "There came a leper, 
beseeching him, and kneeling dova to him ;" and Ldkh t. 12. " fell 
on his face, and besought him, saying," fee. The answer of our 
Saviour completely recognised, and therefore Justi6ed, as correct the 
ascription of personal ability which the entreaty contained, "I will: 
be thon clean." — Matth. \\. 18. "There came a certain ruler, and 
•orsAipperf him." Luke expresses it, chap, tiii. 41. "He fell down 
at Jesus' feeL" — Hatth. xiv. 33. " They that were in the ship csme 
and worshipped him, saying, "Of a truth thou art the Son of God." 

K Matth. xt. 25, "Then came she end worshipped him, saying 
>rd, help me." Mark says, chap, vii S5. " She fell at his fecU" — 



upon tbeie lagtaaeeB we remark^ thai Ibey are aar eipfeaa and poet* 
tive acts of devotion, as that wbieh Peter is described as refaaiaf 
from Cornelius, in Acts x» %6. " As Peter was ooming in, Corneliaa 
met him, and fell down at bis feeti and worshipped him; bat Peter 
took him up, saying, Stand up, I myself also am a man :'' and that — 
as the apostle Paul defines idolatry, in Rom. i. 25. to consist ii^ 
worshipping atid setviti? the (Creature besides the Cre^tot^^ Tfor so 
wa^, in the .Greek, should be trainslated) our Saviour would have 
displayed an equal concern for maintaining the exclusive preroga. 
tives of God, if God had been an infinitely superior being to him, to 
whom he was indebted for existence^ and whom be ought therefore 
to bav^ worshipped himself. 

In the 45tb Psalm, the application of whi<^h to Christ is proved 
in the first chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews, ^ore read this 
command in the llth verse, addressed to the Church: "He is tb^ 
liord, and worsbip thou him.'' 

In LuKB xxiv. 61, 52, the Apostles are described as having wor* 
shipped bim immediately after bis ascension : " And it came to pass, 
while be blessed them, he was parted fW>m them, and carried up into 
beaven, and ih$y worshipped him, and returned to Jerusalem with 
great joy." 

In Acts i. 24, the Apostles are riepresented as thus praying to 
bim, and at the same time ascribing to him a knowledge peculiar to 
Deity : *' And they prayed and said. Thou, Lord, wbo knowest the 
hearts of all men, show whether of these twolbon hast ehos^.*'-^It 
Is evident that the Lord here addressed was the Lord Jesus, as be 
bad originally chosen the twelve Apostles, asT they were to he Ais 
Apostles, and as the election of a successor to Judas properly be*, 
longed to Christ's mediatorial x>fii0e as ** bead oveir al/ ^ings to bis 
Cbwcb." 

In AcTd xiv. 23, we read, "And when they bad prayed (or, pray- 
ing to) with fasting, they commended them to the Lord, on whom 
Ihey believed." — The Lord on whom they bdki^ed was-manifestly 
Cbitst. 

In Acts vii. 69, 60, we read, "And they stoned Stephen, ieVoking 
and saying. Lord Jesus receive my spirit. And he kneeled down, 
and cried with a loud voice. Lord, lay not this sin to their charge."— 
Here the dying martyr is represented, in the most solemn manner, as 
addressing to Christ two prayers, the very same as those which the 
Saviour, ^ in the days of his ilesh,*^ offered up to his Father on the 
cross, and also as ascribing to Christ the very same divine powers 
and prerogatives as Christ ascribed 1o his Father; and, at the same 
time, we are told that Stephen was full of the Holy Ghost, and there- 
fore incapable of an act of idolatry^ 

In 2 Cor. xii. 8, 9, we read, " For this cause I besought the 
Lord thrice that it (the thorn in the flesh) might depart from me. 
Afid be said unto me, "My grace is sufficient for thee: my str^gth 
is made perfect in weakness." — ^The Lord to whom the Apostle 
prayed is tben said to be Christ : "Most gladly therefore will I r^ 






tW, glory ia my tofinpitict, .(bat lfa« power (oi •tren(tk) -of CftrM 
okymtapoBiDe." Nowh^KWchareuiiiiitaBoe.ofiBpeided pntyei 
lo ihs Saviour, by an apostle «bo bai elaewbere sua.: " lo everj 
Ifaiag fay firajer and Bupplication, with thaoksgiTing, l«t your requasU 
1m made knows onto God." Fbil. ir. & 

TuKet. iv. 17, we read this comm and : "Worship bim that made 
heavte and earth, and the sea, and the fonntains of waters ;" whicU 
la eqatcalent to an express and direct command to worship Christ ^ 
for " by him were all things created that are in heaven and that are 
in earth." COL. i. 16. 

So fteqnenl wu the fvaclice of praying to Christ in the Apostolic 
Chorcfa, that its aemMra were characterised and known by a title 



dMived from the custom; u in the tangnoM of Ananias, in Acts 

ix. 14. " And here he hath aathority from the cbi 

all that c&U on thy name ;" and of Paul, In 1 Cor. i. 2. "And aoto 



e chief priests to blrul 
Cor. i. 2. "And aoto 
all that in every place call npou tbenameof JeessChtiatoarLord,':' 

Id Rfiv. V. 14, Christ is represented as the object of worsfatp to 
the inmates of heaven : " And the four beasts said. Amen ; and tbe 
foBT and twenty elders fell down and worshipped bim that liveth for 
ever and erer ;" Ibr this doscriplioa of the person whom ihey won- 
«tripped, is idealically tbe same as that 1^ which Christ designates 
kifiMelf, in cb. i. 18. " I am he that liveth and was dead, and beheld 
I HB alive for evermore." Id the Greek the expreseions are precisely 
Ibe same In tbe two passages ; or, if we exclude the words " him that 
liveA (or -ever and ever" from the text of Ret. v. 14, as GmBMAeH 
dooB, we ba*e then a more rfme/ argument; for tbe passage will read 
thus : " The elders fell down and worshipped ;" i. e. they worshipped 
" him Ibat sitteth upon Ike lirone and the Lamb," motioned in the 
preceding verge. 

Ilie book of the Revelation closes with a solemn prayer to Chrijrt, 
diBp. xxii. 20: " Even bo come. Lord Jesus." ' 

II. I SHALL MOW FBODUCe AKOTHKB CLASS OF PBOOPS ; NAMStT, 
PASSAGES IN WarCH DITINB ATTRIBUTES OR PBEBOGATITE8 ARE AS- 
CRIBED IN COMMON TO Christ, and Jehovah, or God. 

Tbe kingdom erf' God is represented as the kingdom of Chrisl, 
Ere. V. e : "No whoremonger, nor nneleHi person, nor coreloos 
mui which is an idolater, bath any inberitaaee in tbe kingdom of 
Cbrist and of God:" 

The Apostles are the servants of God and of tbe Lord Jesns Christ 
in the same sense, as in James i. 1 : " James, a servant of God and 
of the Lord Jesus Christ;" for there is not any expression here which 
could convey tbe idea of any distinction. 

Christ, under Ibe designation of ike L^ab, is ossocialed wiib 
" bim tbat sitteth upon the throne," as the object of worship and 
adoration to (be inhabitants of heaven ; as in Bet. v. 1 1—13 : "And 
I beheld, and I heard the voice of many angels round ^ont tbe 



fhroli^ mod th% batitt and the eMen : laid the number of them was 
ten thoasand times ten tboaeand and tboosands of tbonsands; eajing 
with a loud Toioe, Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receire 
power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honoar, and glory, 
and blessing. And every creatare which is in heaven, and on the 
earth, and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that 
are in them, heard I saying^. Blessing, and honour, and glory, and 
power, be unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb, 
for ever and ever." — ^Now upon the principle asserted by Isauh, chap, 
xhiii. 11, '' that God will not give his glory to another,** and also as 
there could not be idolatry or creature-worship in heaven, ''the Lamb 
that was slain'* must have been invested with the One Godhead with 
the Father, in order to justify bis being thus associated with the 
Father, as the object of the most sublime, ample, and emphatic as« 
cription of homage which the Bible contains^ 

In Ret. xx. 6, we read that they who have part in the first resnr. 
rectioB, " shall be priests of God and of Christ/' Now, as a priest 
is the servant of Deity, this passage either inculci^tes idolatry, or the 
doctrine of the Deity of Christ 

By comparing Ret, xxii. 6 with Rbv. xxii. 16, we have a strong 
proof by Christ's Deity. The former passage is, " The Lord God of 
the holy prophets sent Ats angel to show unto his servants the things 
which must shortly be done." The latter passage is, " I Jesus have 
sent tiitit^ angel to testify unto you these things in the church." 
Now the angel sent is, in boUi these verses,^ asserted to be the angel 
of the Sender, who is called in one passage, " the Lord God of the 
holy prophets," and in the other " Jesus." The inference is una*, 
yoidable, that these are two designations of Christ. 

In the Epistle of Paul to Titus, the Apostle, in speaking npon 
the redemption by Christ, uses indifferently the expressions ''God our 
Saviour," and " Christ our Saviour," in such a form as to identify 
God and Christ. As, for instance, Titos L 3, "According to th^ 
commandment of God our Saviour ;" chap. i. 4, " Grace, mercy, and 
peace from God the Father, and thehord Jesus Christ our Saviour;'* 
chap. ii. 10, " That they may adorn the doctrine of God our Saviour 
in all things;'' chap. ii. 13, "The glorious appearing of the greo^t 
God and our Saviour Jesus Christ ; " chap. iii. 4. "The kindness and 
love of God our Saviour towards man ;" chap. iii. 6, "Which he shed 
en us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Saviour." — ^Now upon 
these verses, I remark, that it is to salvation in the hi|^hest sense of 
the word to which the apostle ailudes ; but Jehovah has said (Isa. 
xliii. 11), "I, even I, am the Lord, and besides me there is no 
Saviour:" it therefore follows, unavoidably, that the names " Christ" 
and " God," which are interchanged in the above passages and in 
many others, are common designations of the one Saviour. Or if 
we even admit that the title " God our Saviour" refers to the Father, 
still as Christ is also called our Saviour in the same sense, the same 
conclusion must follow, that he is One God with the Father, since it 
is the universal doctrine of the Bible, that there is but one Saviour 
in the sense spoken of in these passages. 



lit I tBALL MDW ADTANCB A TBIRD CUBS OF PROOFS ; VUtKUf, 
OF INSTANCES IN WBKB DBCLARATIOHB AND ASCRIPTIONS PBCO. 
UUtLY BBFEKBlNa TO 0EIT7 IN ONE PART OF SCRIPTURE, ARE RBFBKRBD 

TO Christ in another. 

In IsA. ch. vi. we bave an acconnt of the Prophet receivin? his 
commission from a being who is described aa " (heLord," the "Lord 
of hosts," sitting upon the throne of supreme and universal empire, 
before whom the angels worshipped, and whose glory is described as 
filling the whole earth ; or who, in one word, is the true God. Bat 
Becoming (o the testimony of John, cb. xii. 41, it was Christ in bis 
pre-existent Deity whom the Prophet saw ; for the Apostle having 
jiist quoted from the 9th and 10th vers^oftbis chapter of Isaiah the 
commission which the Prophet received, immediately cidda, in refer- 
ence to the vision which accompanied the delivery of this commii- 
■ion: "These things, said Es^as, when he saw bis glory (i.«. Christ's 
^ory). and spake of him." 

In IsA. xliii, 1 1, Jehovah is represented as saying : " I, even I, am 
the Lord, and beside Me there is no Saviour."— But in 2 Pet. iii. 18, 
these titles, which are described as the esclusive attributes of Oeiiy, 
are given to Christ : " Grow in grace, and in the knowledge of our 
Lord and Saviour Jeias Christ." 

In ISA. xlv. 22, 23, Jehovah la represented oa aayinf; : "Look 
unto me and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth ; for I am God, 
and there is none else. I have sworn by myself; the word is gone 
out of my mouth in righteousness, and shall not return ; that unto 
me every knee shalLbow, every tongue shall swear." But the Apos- 
tle Paul, inKoM. xiv. 10, 11, expressly quotes these words with a 
direct application to Christ : "Forwe shall all stand before the judg- 
ment-seat of Christ. For it ia written. As I live, saiih the Lord, 
every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confess to God." 

In ISA. viii. 13, 14, Ifi, Jehovah is thus described: "Sanctify 
Jehovah of hosts himself ; and let him be your fear, and let him be 
your dread : and be shall be for a sanctuary ; but for a stone of atom, 
bling, and for a rock of offence, to both the bouses of Israel ; for a gin 
and for a snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem. And many among 
Ibetn shall stumble, and fall, and be broken, and be snared, and he 
taken." — But this description is, in 1 Pet. ii. 7, 8, referred to Christ : ' 
" Unto yon therefore which believe be is precioaa ; but unto them 
which M disobedient, the stone which the builders disallowed, the 
same Is made the head of the comer,and a stone of stumbling, and 
a rock of offence, even to them which atumble at the word, being 
disobedient." 

In ISA. xl. 3, it is prophesied, that John the Baptist sbonld be 
" the voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the 
Lord, make straight in the desert a highway for our God." — But in 
^OKB iii. 4, this prophecy is said to be fnlGlled by John's appearing 
to prepare the way of Christ; as it is written in the book of Emias 
the prophet, aaytng : " The voice of one crying in the wlldemess, 
Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make his paths straigbt." 
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' Tn l8A. lir. 6, the foUoHrifig addteiii i» miicre by the prophet to 
the Church : ^ For thy Maker is thy hasbatfd, the Lord of ho«ts ift 
biff name; and thy Redeetner, the Holy One oflsrael." — ^Bat in the 
New Testament, the person spoken of in this passage, as the Lord of 
boats and the Holy One of Israel^ is said to be Christ ; as in John 
iii. 29. " He that hath the bride is the bridegroom ;" and in 2 Cor. 
xi. 2* " For I have espoused you to one husband, that I may present 
vou a chaste virgin to Christ; and Rom. vii, 4. " Wherefore, «my 
brethren^ ye also are become dead to the law,, by the bo^y of Christ, 
jthat ye should be married to another, even to him who is raised from 
the dead, that we should bring forth fruit unto God/' 

In Psalm Ixviii. 18, 19, the Psalmist, addressing Grod, who is 
nefeitioned in the 16th Terse, says, ^ Thou hast ascended on htgb, 
thou hast led captivity captive : thou hast received gifts for men ; 
yea, for the rebellious also, that the Lord God might dwell among 
them. Blesi^ be the Lord, who daily loadetb us with benefits, eveQ 
^he God of oujr. salvation "—But, in EPH.iv. 7, 8, this is interpreted 
as referring to Christ : '* But unto every one of us is given grac^ 
according to the measure of the gift of Christ. Wherefore he saith^ 
When he ascended up on high, lie led captivity captive, and gave 
gifts unto men.'' 

In Neh. ix. 6, Jehovah is thus addressed iiv his character as 
Creator :' ''Thou^ even thou, art Lord alone: thou hast made heaven, 
the heaven of heavens, with all their host, the earth and all things 
that are therein, the seas and all that is therein ; and thou preservest 
them all."— But in Col. i. 15, 16, this passage is virtuaUy quoted 
and applied to Christ : " Who is the image of the invisible God, the 
first-born of every cr^ture : for by him were all things created that 
are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether 
they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers : all things 
were created by him, and for him ; and he is before all things, and 
by him all things consist/' 

In Deut. XXX. 20, it is said of the Lord God, " He is.tby life."— 

But in John xi. 25, Christ assumes to himself this designation, *'l 

f am the resurrection and the life ;" and in Col. iii. 4, the Aposll^ 

makes a similar declaration, " When Christ, who is our life, shall 

appear,'' &c. 

In Matth. iv. 10, the following doctrine is laid dovfQ by CbrisI 
as a guide for all created beings: "Thou shalt worship tbeLoird tJkf 
(irod,aod bim only shaU thou 8erve."-^But in Hsa. i, 6, we fiiid jthis 
eommaud i^ued by God the Father in reference to the Sou: "Z^elt 
«11 the angels of God worship him." 

In Zech. xii. 10, Jehovah is represented assaying in prophecy, 
** They shall look upon me whom they have pierced;" and mJou^ 
xix. 37, this passage^is said lo have been fulfilled in Christ* " And 
again another Scripture saith. They shjdl look on bim whom, they* 
fuercod ;" also in lUv» i. 7, " Behold be cometh with clouds, and 
every eye shall se<s him, axKl tb?y also which pierced him." 

In PslLM Ixxviii. 56, it is said of the l9raelites> thtt ''they 



templed and provoked tbe Moat Hig:h Ood ;" <uid in 1 Cor. x. fi, 
the Aposlle says toChdBtians, " Neither let us tempt Christ, assonw) 
or them also tempted ;" Wy vhicb reference he not merely repiesenta 
Cbriat as BUstaining towards tbe Christian Church, the very same 
reUtioDship which tbe Most High God sustained towards tbe Jewish 
Church (namely, of being the object of direct offence by sin, a rela- 
tionship which none but God con eustaia); but he also explicitly 
asserts Christ to have been the Most High God, whom the Israelites 
tempted. 

In FstLM Ixxxiii. IS, Jehorah is said to be the exclusive title of 
tbe Most High God : " That men may know that thou, whose name 
alone is Jehovab, art the Most High over all the earth."— But in Jee. 
xxiii. €, this title is given to Christ, " And this is bis name whereby 
be shall be called, Jehovah our Rigbteousness." 

In Acts xxii. we have a narrative of the conversion of Paul, in 
which Ananias is represented as telling Saul that he was cbosen by 
" tbe God of Ibeir fathers:" verses 14 and 15, " The God of onr 
falbers had cbosen thee, that Ihou shouldesi know his will, and see 
that Just One, and shouldest hear the voice of his moutb ; for thou 
shall be his witness unto all men of wbat thou bast seen and beard." 
Now, it is evident (bat by " the God of our fathers " and " the Just 
One," in ibis passage, we are to understand the Lord Jesus Christ, 
because it was be whose voice Paul heard (Acts ix. 4), and whose 
witness it was his office as an apostle to be. But Ihis is placed be- 
yond all question by the fact, that there is another narrative, in Acts 
ix. 15 — 17, of the very same interview with Ananias, which merely 
differs from this by interpreting the " God of their fathers" to be 
Jesus : " But the Ijord said unto him. Go Ihy way : for he is a chosen 
vessel unto me, to bear my name before the Genliles, and kings, and 
the children of Israel ; for I will show him how great things be must 
suffer for my name's sake. And Ananias went his way, and entered 
into tbe house ; and putting bis bands on him, said. Brother Saul, the 
Lord leven Jesus, that appeared unto Ibee in the way that tboa 
earnest) bath sent me, that thou mightest receive tby sight, and be 
filled with the Holy Gboal." 

Jo Ron. viii. 33, tbe sinner's justification is described as the work 
of God: "It is God that jusliifieth." — But in Psalh liii. 11, it is 
ascribed to Christ: "By hia knowledge (i.e. hy giving a saving 
knowledge of himself) sball my righteous servant justify many." 

In I Thess. v. 23, sanctification is represented as the work of 
God ; " And the very God of peace sanctify you wholly." But in 
Heb. xiii. 12. it is represented as tbe work of Christ : " Wherefore 
Jesus also, that be might sanctify tbe people with his own blood, 
suffered without tbe gate." 

In Epres. iii. 2, 3, Paul attributes the reception of bis apostolic 
histruciions to the revelation of God : " If ye have beard of the dis- 
pensation of the grace of God which is given me lo you-ward ; how' 
that by revelation be made known unto me the mystery." — But in 
Gil. i. 13, he attributes bis knowledge of tbe Gosp«l to the revels. 



84 

tian of Christ exdasirely : " For I neither reoeired it of xnaiii neitber 
was I taagfat it, bat by the revelation of Jesas Cbrisf 

The efficient source of the miracles by which the Apostles' 
preaching was attested, is referred indifferently to Christ and God« 
as in Mark xvi. 20 : " They went forth, and preached every where, 
ik0 Lord working with them, and confirming the word with signs 
following."— Compared with Hbb. ii. 3, 4 : "How shall we escape, if 
we neglect such great salvation, which at the first began to be spoken 
by the Lord, and was confirmed unto us by them that heard him ; 
God also bearing them witness, both with signs and wonders, and with 
divers miracles and gifts of the Holy Ghost, according to his own 
will." 

In Jer. xvii. 6 and 7, it is said by Jehovah, " Cursed be the man 
that trustetb in man, and maketh flesh his arm, and whose heart de- 

Earteth from the Lord. ^** Blessed is the man who trusteth in the 
lord, whose hope the Lord is." — But this blessedness is associated 
with trusting in Christ, in the declaration of the Psalmist, Psalm 
ii. 12, " Blessed are all they that put their trust in him ;" and in the 
experience and anticipations of the Apostle Paul, "I know in whom 
I have trusted (for so the word means), and am persuaded that he is 
able to keep that which I have committed nnto him against that 
day." 2 Tim. i. 12, 

In Psalm xxxvi. 6, Jehovah is thus addressed : " O Lord ! thou 
preservest man and beast ;" and in Col. ie 17, the same work of 
providence is ascribed to Christ : " For by him all things consist." 

Christ is Jehovah, the Shepherd of the Jewish Church; and, also, 
the one common Shepherd of the extended and united Church of 
Jews and Gentiles; for we read in John x. 16, these remarkable 
words : " Other sheep I have which are not of this fold : them 
also I MUST BRING, and they shall hear my voice ; and there shall 
be ONE FOLD, and one Shepherd ;" and the rank of this Shepherd 
is determined bv the Psalmist, in Psalbi xxiii. " Jehovah is my 
Shepherd, I shall not want : he maketh me to lie down in green 
pastures ; he leadeth me beside the still waters." — This argument 
will also appear more striking by a reference to John x. 14, where 
he calls himself the ''good Shepherd;" to Hbb. xiii. 20, where he 
is styled the *' great Shepherd of the sheep;" to Peter v. 4, 
where he is styled the "chief Shepherd;" and to Ret. vii. 17, where 
the care and kindness of Jehovah the Shepherd is distinctly referred 
to Christ; ''The Lamb, which is in the midst of the throne, shall 
feed them, and shall lead them unto living fountains of waters; and 
God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes." 

The Church also stand in the very same relationship to Christ 
and Jehovah, as sheep ; for we read in Psalm Ixxiv. 1, " O God, 
why hast thou cast us off* for ever ? why doth thine anger smoke 
against the sheep of thy pasture ?" and Christ says, in John x. 27, 
" My sheep hear my voic^ ;" and in John xxi. 17, " Feed my sheep." 

In 1 Kings viiLS^^ Solomon thus addresses Jehovah: " For thou, 
even thou, onlyknowest the hearts of all the children of men." — ^But, 



ia John tI..^, ft knotrled^ eqni?aleiit to Ibis is ftacribal to Christ : 
"For Jesus knew, from the beginning, who tbey were that believed 
AdI, and nho should betray him ;" and in Acts i. 24, the Apostles 
addiessed Christ, thus : "Thou, Lord, which Icnowest the hearts of 
all men;" and in Matt. xii. 26, we read, "Jesus knew their 
thonghts;'* and &lso in Luke vi. 8; and again in John vi. 61, it ia 
said, " That Jeans knew in himself (t. <. not by commnnication, that 
his disciples murmured] ; and in John ii. 24, it is still more empha. 
tically asserted, that be did not obtain his knowledge by communi- 
cation or derivation of any kind : "But Jesus did not commit himself 
unto them, because be knew all men, and needed not that any should 
testify of man : for he knew what was in man." 

The forgiveness of sins is'ascribed indifferently to Christ and God; 
as in Eph. iv, 32, "Be kind one to another, tender-hearted, forgiving 
one another, even as God for Christ's sake bath forgiven you;" and 
in CoL. iii. 13, the exercise of the same divine prerogative ii ascribed 
to Christ in terms which are evidently a paraphrase of the above : 
" Forljearing one another, and forgivinKoneanotber,irany man have 
a quarrel against any ; even as Christ forgave you, so also do ye," 

In Mal. iii. 6, immnlability is represented as an attribute of 
Jehovah: "I am the Lord, I change not." — But in Hbb, i. 13, tb« 
Mune attribute is ascribed to Christ : " But thou art the same;" and 
In Hbb. xili. 8: "Jesus Christ the some yesterday, to.day, and for 
ever." 

In Ret. xx. 12, the dead are described as standing before God 
for judgment: "And I saw the dead, small and great, stand before 
God ; and the books were opened, and another book was opened, 
vbich is the book of life : and ihe dead were judged out of those 
things which were written in the hooks, according to^their works." — 
But in 3 Cor. v. 10, be who is called God in Revelation, is called 
Christ : "For'wemoat all appear before the jadgment-seal of Christ, 
that every one may receive the things done in his body, according to 
that he hath done, wbelhei It Ik good or bad." 

There are olao several other passages in which the judgment oF 
the world is referred to Jehovah, which, when taken in contrast with 
others in which Christ is spoken of in the same direct and emphatic 
termsasthe Judge, must necessarily prove bis true and proper Deity. 
This argument will appear evident from a comparison of the two 
following classes of texts; viz. 



' Bat JehOTsh iball endore for erer : 
he bstb pnpuvd hii throne rorjndge- 



Onr God ihsll call tn the heaveas 
from abore, and to the earth, fbat be 
niBj judge hii people. Gather tnj 
MlM« tDgolkei unto ma; tboM Uitt 



Tub tbMTlMiif Chrm Of Jadgt. 

When the Son of Mm ihoU come 
ID hi> gtorj, and all the holy angeli 
with him, then iball he ait upon the 
thrODs of hia gloiy: and before him 
■hall be gathered all natiaDi.— Mitt. 
IXV.3I, S3. 

For the Lsrd hinuelf iball dMcend 
from heaven with a Bhont, with tba 
voice of the arebangel, ana widi the 
tramp of Gad ; aad lh« dead Id ChriM 
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A eoveMMit with 'me by 
■•erifice. Ami the beaveof shall de- 
clare hif righteouaness : for God is 
jsdfe hiaielf.— .PsALM I. 4—^ 



For God will bring erery work inlo 
jadgment, with every secret thing, whe- 
ther it be good, or whether it be evil. 
^EccL. xii. 14. 

And I saw the dead, small and great, 
stand before God ;* * and the dead were 
judged out of those things which were 
written in the books, according to 
their works. — Key. xx. 12. 



shall rise first: then we which »r« 
alive and remain ahall be caaght up 
together with them in the clouds, to 
meet the Lord in the air ; and so shall 
we ever be with the Lord.<— I Thess. 
iv, 16^ 17. 

Judge nothing before the time, un- 
til the Lord come, who both will 
bring to light the hidden things of 
darkness, and will make manifest the 
counsels of the hearts. — 1 Cor. iv. 5. 

We must all appear before thP 
judgment-seat of Christ, that every 
one may receive the things done in 
his body, according to that he bath 
done, whether it . be good or bad.— • 

2COR.T. 10. 

The inference from the comparison of these passages in support 
of the tme Deity of Christ, receives, if possible, additional strength 
from the consideration that " the Father jadgeth no man, but hath 
committed all judgment unto the Son.'* John v. 22. It is therefore 
evident, that the Jehovah or God who is described as Judge, is not 
to be understood of the Father, but of the Son; who, because he has 
assumed. human nature and become the Son of man, possesses, in 
addition to the necessary qualifications with which he is endowed as 
God, the advantages of visibility, which neither the Father nor the 
Son possess in reference to their essential Godhead. And we may 
Intimately infer from the mere fact of Christ's being exhibited as the 
destined Judge of all men, that he must in some sense possess the 
knowledge, the power, the authority, and judicial prerogatives of 
tine Deity, in order to justify his being represented as sustaining so 
high and arduous an office. 

Christ occupies the very same position in relation to the Chris- 
tian Church, which Jehovah occupied in relation to the Jewish Church. 
For example: The Jewish Church assembled in the name of Jehovah 
(ExOD. XX. 24): the Christian Church assemble in the name of 
Christ (Matt, xviii. 20). The Passover is called the Lord's pass- 
over (ExoD. xii. U); which Christ abolished (Eph. ii. 15), and sub- 
stituted a supper of communion in remembrance of himself (Luke 
xxii. 19)* The Sabbath, the day of rest to the Jewish Church, is 
called the Sabbath of the Lord their God (Exod. xx. 10); which 
Christ, through his Apostles, abolished (Col. ii. 16), and instituted 
in its stead the first day of the week, which is called the Lord's Day 
(Rev. i. 10). Moses and the Prophets, the ministers of the Jewish 
Church, performed their miracles through the power of Jehovah 
(Ps. Ixxviii. 43) : the Apostles, the ministers of the Christian Church, 
performed their miracles in the name and by the power of Christ 
(Mark xvi. 20. Acts iii. 6; ix. 34). And the Jewish Church are descri- 
bed as those whom the Lord God had chosen to be a peculiar people 
nnto himself (Deut. xiv. 2); and the Christian Church are described 
as those for whom Christ gave himself, that he might purify unto 
himself a peculiar people (Trr. ii. 14). From these examples, it must 
follow that Christ is the Jehovah of the Old Testament; as we could 
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not snnpose that an Inferior and created minister of Ood would have' 
thai placed hidiBeir in the exact relatire position of th&t God who 
Bent him. And this ailment receives add itiotial force — if possible 
— when we consider that the introdaction of Christianity was, inone 
sense, a breaking down of the middle wall of partition between Jews 
and Gentiles ; eo that be who is now the God of Jews and Gentiles 
in the Christian Church, is the one being who was in a special sense 
the God of the Jewe only. Bom. iit. 29. 

I would here remark, that there are two methods of ailment by 
which we may arrive at the conclasion in support of the Deity of 
Christ, from the comparison of posssges in which Jeho?ah or God is 
spoken of, with oihers in which either the same passages are referred 
to Christ ; or in which divine attributes which the former speak of, 
are in the same sense aecrlbed to him. 1st, This comparison either 
identifies Christ with the Jehovah or God who is spoken of in the 
one passage, and thus directly prores his Deity ; — or, 2dly, If we 
admit that, in the passages in which the name of Jehovah or 6o<l 
occnrs, the person of the Father is meant ; then the parallel texts 
which speak of Christ in the same sense, ascribing to Dim the same 
divine characteristics and attributes with the Father, prove him to 
be the one God with the Father, and so indirectly, but as validly, 
demonstrate his true Deity. Thus, for instance, it is said, in Psalm 
Ixxxiii. 18, that the Israelites templed the Most High God in the 
desert; but, in 1 Cor. x. 9, Paul asserts, in reference to the same 
circumstance, that it was ChrisI whom they templed. Now, I can 
arrive at a vidid conclusion, substantiating the (rue Deity of Christ, 
from a comparison of these passages ; by either at once inferring, 
that Christ, in his pre-exislent Deity, was the Most High God, whom 
the Israelites tempted ; or, admitting the Most High God to be 
meant by the Psalmist of the Father, I have an instance of Christ's 
being associated with the Father as the one object against whom the 
Israelites sinned ; and therefore I necessarily infer, that Christ was 
the Most High God with the Father. 

IV. I SH&LI. NOW ADVANCE ANOTHEB CLASS OF PROOFS 5 NAMBLV, 
INSTANCES OF CHRIST'S ASSUMINQ OR APPLYING TO BIHSELF DECLARA- 
TIONS OF Scripture, or attributeb elsewhere referring to 
Jehotah or God. 

Id Exod. XX. 34, God is represented as makiog this promise to 
the Jewish Church : " In all places where I record iny name, I will 
come unto thee, and I will bless thee." — But Christ, in the New Tes- 
tament, represents himself as sustaining the very same relationship 
to the Christian Church, by recording two precisely similar prorhises; 
in Matt, xviii. 20 : " For where two or three are gathered together 
in my name, there am I in the midst of them ;" and in Matt, xxviii. 
20 : " Lo, I am with you always, even nnto the end of the world." — 
UpOD this comparison, I remark ; 1st, It must obviously require this 
divine faculty of being omnipresent, in order to enable a person who 
made these promisee to fulfil them ; and, 2dly, if Christ were acreature 
infinitely inferior to the true God, apromise of Att perpetual presence 
wonld have been of no value. A promise of the presence and protec- 
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lion of God, deU?ered Aatboritativdy by Jesus his Messenger, would 
bate been alone serviceable, and could alone have prevented tbe 
Jewish Church from possessing an in6nitely higher advantage than 
the Christian, by enjoying the presence and protection of Jehovah 
himself. 

In Matt. v. 91, and throughout his entire sermon, Christ con- 
trasts his own instructions with the commandments of Jehovah to 
the Jews, so as to assume to himself the very same legislative prero- 
gatives and authority : " Ye have heard that it was said to them of 
old time*' (for so it is in the Greek) ; ** but I say unto you.'^ — What 
creature could presume to improve upon the language of a command- 
ment of Jehovah ? 

In IsA. xl. 10, we read, " Behold, the Lord God will come with 
strong band, and his arm shall rule for him : behold, his reward is 
wHh him, and his work before him/'— But in Rev. xxii. 12, Christ 
applies the very same language to himself, and assumes to himself 
the same divine prerogative of rewarding : "And behold, I come 
quickly ; and my reward is with me, to give every man according as 
bis work shall be/' 

In 1 CoR. vL 14, it is said, "God hath both raised up the Lord/'— > 
But in John ii. 19, Christ asserts, in reference to his resurrection : 
^ Destroy this temple, and / will raise it up in three days." — Upon 
which comparison I remark, that Christ must have been possessed of 
a divine nature, distinpt from his human body, which divine nature 
raised up that body ; and which was so connected with it at tbe time 
be made this declaration, as to justify his speaking in tbe first person 
singular — " I will raise it up :" and that this was true, is evident 
from his calling his body a temple, on seeing the temple of Jerusa- 
lem. That temple was the house of Jehovah ; and bis body is so 
styled, because "in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead 
bodily." 

In 1 CoR. vi. 14, it is also said, " God will raise up us by his 
own power/'— But in John vi. 39, 40, 44, 64, Christ says, four times, 
in rererence to his people, "I will raise him up at tbe last day :" 
therefore, Christ is either that God who will raise the dead, or be is 
one with the Father in the exercise of that divine prerogative and 
power. 

In IsA. xliv. 6, we read, "Thus saith the Lord, the King of 
Israel, and bis Redeemer, the Lord of hosts ; I am the first, and t 
am the last ; and beside me there is no god/' — But in Rev. i. 17 ; 
ii. 8; xxii. 13, Christ assumes this title to himself by saying, "lam 
the first and the last ;" upon which I remark, Ist, If we understand 
this tide as designating eternal existence, then it is evident that 
Christ must be tbe one true and everlasting God with Jehovah, as no 
two perfectly distinct beings could say of themselves with truth, " t 
am tne first and the last;*' or, 2dly, If we understand the words a^ 
denoting tbe first cause and final object of all things, it equally 
proves his true Deity. 

Christ promises to give to bis disciples that wisdom which tfa^ 



ApoBtle directs them to pnj to Qod for. Lnsfexxi. 10, "Fori 
WILL «m yon a mouth and wisdom, which all your advenaries 
«ball not be able to gatniay nor resist." — Comparea with Jahbs ). S, 
" If any of you lack visdom, let him ask of CW, that fivgth to all 
liberally," &e. 

In Pbalh Tii. 9, it is said, " The righteous God trieth the beaita 
and reins ;" and in Jek. xvii. 10, "I Jehovah Rearch the heart; I try 
the reins, even to give every man according to his ways, and accord- 
ing to the fruit of nis doings." — But in Ret. ii. 23, Christ not only 
asaumei to himself these two divine prerogatives of searching the 
reins and the heart, and of exercising retributive justice^ — but ex- 
pressly identifiet himself with Jehovah, who tpeak* in Ihit passage, by 
qaoling it in direct application to himself: " And all the Churches 
sboll know that I am he which searchelh the reins and hearts; and 
I will give unto every one of you according to your works."— Here, 
I simply ask. Can any one have the hardihood to maintain, or even 
to insinuate, that Christ might have made an uojuslifiable quotation, 
and incorrect application to himself, of the words of the Prophet? 

From the language which Christ adopts in his addresses to the 
seven churches in Asia, in Ret. ii. and iii. we htfer his possession 
of the attributes and prerogatives of Deity. He does not nse that 
style of address which a created being, acting as the inferior agent 
of God, would natarally employ, and aJways did employ, by sa^^ 
" Thus saith Jehovah," — But he says, " I know thy works," &c. ; "I 
have somewhat gainst thee :" " To him that overcometh, teiU I give 
to eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the paradise of 
God ;" " Repent, or else I will come unto thee quickly ;" " He that 
overcometh, and keepih my words unto the end, to him wilt I give 
power over the nations ;" " X will not blot his name out of the book 
of life;" "He that openeth, and no man (or "no oue") shutteth, he 
that shutteth, and no one opeoelh ;" " Thou hast kept my word, and 
hast not denied my name;" "I will keep tbee from the hoor of temp, 
tation, which shall come upon all the world ;" " Him that overcometn, 
will I make a pillar in the temple of my God ;" " As many as I love, 
I rebuke and coasten ;" " To him that overcometh, will / grant to sit 
with me on my throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down 
with my Father in his throne." — Upon these passages it is obvious 
to remark, that the assumption of independent and underived know- 
ledge — of authority to dispense the blessedness aod the dignities of 
heaven — of power to exercise relribntive justice — of the possession 
of irresistible dominion over the condition of men — and of preserving, 
correcting, punishing, and rewarding the members of his churches, 
which they contain, — is totally unaccountable upon any principle, 
bot that which admits and recognises him as the one God with the 
Father. And, as the threats denounced against the Asiatic churches 
have been fulfilled by rendering the ordinary arrangements of pro- 
vidence the instruments of their accomplishment, it Is evident, that 
Christ has, in these passages, represented himself as the Odd of 
providence, who can alone order all things for the accomplishment 
of Am parposes. 
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In Matt, xxlii. d7, Christ assumes the laDg^aage, and places him- 
self in the position of the God of Israel : " O Jerasalem, Jerusalem, 
thoa that killest the prophets^ and stonest them that are sent unto 
ihe^ how often waulalhvLve gathered thy children together, even as 
a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings, and ye would not!" 
— How easy is it here to apply the principle hy which the identity 
of Peter was ascertained, "Thy speech bewrayeth thee!" (Matt. 
xxvi, 73) ; for this is precisely an appropriation to himself, on the 
part of Christ, of the office of president and protector of the Jewish 
people which Jehovah sustained, as is manifest from comparing it 
with the similar descriptions of Jehovah in the Old Testament; as in 
Deut. xxxii. 11. ''As an eagle stirreth up her nest, fluttereth over 
her young, spreadeth abroad her wings, taketh them, beareth them 
on her wings ; so the Lord alone did lead him, and there was no 
strange god with him.'* — And in Psalm xci. 4. <* He shall cover thee 
with his feathers, and under his wings sbalt thou trust." — And in 
Jfia. xxix. 19. " Because they have not hearkened unto my words, 
saith the Lord, which I sent unto them by my servants the prophets, 
rising up early, and sending ; but ye would not hear, saith the Lord." 
— And in Psalm Ixxxi. 11 — 14. " But my people would not bear- 
ken to my voice ; and Israel would none of me. So I gave them up 
unto their own hearts' lust ; and they walked in their own counsels. 
Oh that my people had hearkened unto me, and Israel had walked 
jn my ways ! I should soon have subdued their enemies, and turned 
my hand against their adversaries." 

V. I SHALL NOW ADVANCE PROOFS OF THAT PART OF MY SECOND 
PROPOSITION WHICH ASSERTS, THAT ChRIST POSSESSES, AS TO HIS 
DIVINE NATURE, THE SAME ETERNITY, KNOWLEDGE, POWER, AUTHO- 
RITY, PREROGATIVES, AND GODHEAD, WITH THE FATHER, AND IS ONE 

WITH HIM IN ALL ATTRIBUTES. And this I shall do by advancing 
passages in which divine attributes and prerogatives are referred in 
common to Christ and the Father. [I should, however; premise, 
that in some of the passages which I shall advance, it might be 
questioned whether it be the person of the Father who is exclusively 
referred to, and not the Divine Being in a general sense ; but it is evi- 
dent that, according to the principles of those who differ from us, I 
have a right to assume, though I would not admit, that wherever the 
word God occurs in Scripture, the person of the Father is meant.] 

The Apostle Paul, at the commencement of most of his Epistles^ 
associates the Lord Jesus Christ with the Father, as the person to 
whom he prays for a dispensation of the highest spiritual blessings ; 
as, for instance, in Rom. i. 7, ^' Grace to you, and peace from God 
our Father, and from the Lord Jesus Christ.'^ — In other places be 
represents Christ, without mentioning the Father, as the dispenser of 
the same blessings: as in 1 Cor. xvi. 2«3, "The grace of our Lord 
Jesus Christ be with you;" and 2 Tim. i. 16, " The Lord give mercy 
unto the house of Onesiphorus ;" and ver. 18, '' The Lord grant unto 
him that he may 6nd mercy of the Lord in that day,'* 

In 1 Thess. iii. 11 — 13, he also associates Christ with the Father 
as the object of prayer, and as having the same power with him to 
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GODlrol the affairs of providence : " Now Ood bimaelf and oor Fa. 
tiier, and oui Lord Jeaua Christ, direct oar va; unto you ;" and then 
be continues his petition to Christ, under the title Lord, for spiritual 
bleasings : "And the Lord make you to increase and abound in love 
one toward another, and toward all men, even as we do toward yon ; 
to the end he may eBtabtiah your hearts unblameable in holiness 
berore God, even our Father, at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ 
with all his saints." — There is a similar prayer in 2 Thebs. ii. 16, 17, 
in which Christ, in order of address, is placed before the Father : 
" Now oar Lord Jesus Christ himself, and God e*en our Father, 
which bath loved us, and hath given us everlastinjf consolation, and 
good hope through grace, comfort your hearts, and stablish you in 
every good word and work." 

The Lord Jesus Christ and the Father are represented in Scrip, 
tnre as tqvaliy entitled to the worship of all created beings ; as is 
proved by the fact, that doxotogies, of precisely similar form, and 
containing the same ascriplions, are offered lo both ; as in 3 Fbt. iiL 
18 : " Grow in grace, and in the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ : to whom be t;lory both now and for ever. Amen." — 
Compared with that in 1 Pet. v. 11, offered up to the God of all 
grace, whom we assume to be the Father : " IVt him be glory and 
dominion for ever and ever." 

In Hbb. i. 1, God the Father is represeoted as the person who 
spake by the prophets : " God, who at sundry times, and in divers 
manners, spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hatb ia 
these last days spoken unto us by his Son." — But in 1 Pet. i. 10, 11, 
it is asserted that Christ, in bis pre-existent Dcily, was the author of 
the inspiration of (be prophets : " Of which salvation Ihe prophets have 
inquired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace that 
should come unto you ; searching what, or what manner of time ths 
Spirit of ChritI which was in them did signify, when it testified be. 
forehand the sufferings of Christ, and tbe glory that should follow ;" 
and also in I Pgt. iii. 19, Christ is represented as having inspired 
Noah, the preacher of righteousness lo tbeontedetuvian world: " For 
Christ also hath once suffered for sin, the just for the unjust, that b« 
might bring us (o God ; being put to death in the flesh, but quickened 
by the Spirit : by which also he went and preached unto the spirits 
in prison," &c. 

Christ, as Lord, is one with the Father, ai proprietor of tbe tem- 
ple at Jerusalem; for we read, in John ii. 16, "MakeaotmyFa(A«r'* 
houte an bouse of merchandise ;" and in Mal. iii; 1, we read of 
Christ, "The Lord whom ye seek shall suddenly come to kit 
temple." 

Christ is associated with the Father, as the person lo whom be- 
lievers are solemnly dedicated at baptism, as in Matt, xxviii, 19, 
" Baptizing Ihem In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
Ihe Holy Ghost." 

It is said, in 1 John ii. 33—34, that it is of egual importance 
that the Christian ^duld have faith, and coolinue jn the faith of 
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both the Son and the Father : " He is antichrist that denieth the 
Father and the Son. Whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath 
not the Father. * ^ Ye also shall continue in the Son, and in the 
Father." Also, in 1 John i. 3, Christians are represented as havin^^ 
fellowship equally with both persons : " And truly our fellowship is 
with the Father, and with his Son Jesus Christ.'' 

VI. I SHALL NOW ADVANCE PASSAGES IN WHICH ChRIST ASCRIBES 
TO HIMSELF DIVINE ATTRIBUTES AND PREROGATIVES IN COMMON WITH 

THE Father (whose Deity I assume), or elsewheIie ascribed 
TO THE Father. 

In Matt. xi. 27, Christ says, " All things are delivered unto me 
of my Father;'' and it is an obvious principle, that the receiver must 
have a capacity of receiving coextensive with the nature of the 
things received. 

In the same verse he declares, that his nature is equally inscru. 
table and incomprehensible as the Father's : " And no man knoweth 
the Son, but the Father ; neither knoweth any man the Father, save 
the Son ; and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him.'' 

In John, chap. v. there are several declarations made by the 
Saviour, asserting his perfect oneness in attributes and prerogatives 
with the Father, interspersed, according to Scripture, with declara- 
tions which refer to his mediatorial office and subordination ; as, for 
instance. 

In verse 17, he says, "My Father worketh hitherto, and I 
work ;" which implies, as is evident from the context, " My Father 
has been engaged upon the Sabbath-day, and every day alike, up to 
the present moment, in sustaining the office of providence, and I 
have been doing the same ;*' or, *' I work miracles upon the Sabbath, 
day by the very same right by which my Father works upon the 
Sabbath-day." 

In verse 18, we find the Jews understanding him as representing 
himself equal to the Father : " Therefore the Jews sought the more 
to kill him, because he not only had broken the Sabbath, but said 
that God was his Father, making himself equal to God ;" or, rather, 
" said that God was in such a peculiar sense his Father, as to re- 
present himself to be equal to God." — It is not, however, from the 
view in which the Jews understood him that I argue, but from Christ's 
proceeding in the sequel to sanction and confirm their view. 

In verse 19 : "Then answered Jesus, and said unto them. Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, the Son can do nothing of himself, but what 
he seeth the Father do ;" that is, " The Son and the Father are so 
closely and intimately one in power and operation, that the Son can 
do nothing of himself (or distinct from the Father), but what he seeth 
the Father do ;" as is evident from the most remarkable words which 
follow, as the reason of this declaration, and which would be blas- 
phemy in the mouth of a created and finite being: '^For what things 
soever he doeth, these (or rather " the same") also doeth the Son 
likewise" (or, ** in the same mwmer,") 



. In Terae31> "As the Father raiseih up the dead, and quickenelh 
Ifaetn, even so the Son quickenelh whom he will," 

In verse 22, "For ihe Father judgetfa no mab, bnl hnth com. 
milled all judgment unto the Son." — The receiving such a commis. 
Bion implies, necessarily, bis antecedent possession of every divine 
quality to enable him to perroim the norlc: and I would also remark, 
tdat aa the Father judgetb no man, consequently, in arguing; Toi the 
Deity of the Father and the Son, from the divine works performed 
by them, we have more evidence for the Deity of the Son than we 
have for the Deity of the Father; for though it is true that " what- 
soever things the Father doeth, (he same doelh the Son likewise," 
yet the proposition cannot be converted so as to say, "Whatsoever 
things the Son doelh, the same doeth the Father likewise." 

Verse 23, "That all men should honour the Son even aa they 
honour the Father. He that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not 
the Father,^which hath sent htm." 

In John x. 27 — 38, he asserts the possession of the same power 
with the Father to protect his people against all their spiritual ad. 
yersariea : " My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they 
follow me ; and I give Unto them eternal life ; and they shall never 
perish, neitber'shall any pluck tbem out of my band. My Father, 
which gave them me, is greater than all ; and none is able to pluck 
them out of my Father's hand. I and my Father are one." — By the 
latter declaration, in which he sums up into one comprehensive as. 
sertion the substance of the two preceding verses for the consolation 
and security of his people, he evidently must mean, one in power 
and superiority to all their enemies, and in affection towards his 
people.' It was in this sense that the Jews understood him; for they 
Immediately took up stones to stone him, as a blasphemer j upon 
Which Christ proceeds with his discourse, from verse 32 to 38, which 
consists of two parts : Ist, a justification of his words, from the 32d 
to the 36th verses ; and 2dly, an explanation of their meaning, in 
▼erses 37 and 38 : " If I do not the works of my Father, believe me 
not ; bnt if I do, though you believe not me, believe the works, (bat 
ye may know and believe that the Father is in me, and I in him.'' 
Now it is evident that this latter declaration is even stronger than 
Ihe former (" I and my Father are one"); for it denotes not a mere 
simple unity of connexion, but a unity of reciprocity and of mutual 
indwelling ; and it had the very same efiect upon the Jews, of leadr 
ingthem to regard him as a blasphemer, upon which he took no 
further trouble to do away their impressions, but worked a miracle 
to release himself from their malignity: "Therefore, they sought 
again to take him; but he escaped out of their bands," — evidently 
leaving them, as we must argue, upon every principle of duly and 
piety, in poBaeseion of the correct meaning of his two declarations 
in the SOlb and 38th verses. 

In John x. 15, he asserts his possession of a knowledge of Ibe 
Father, equal to the knowledge which the Father bos of him ; "As 
the Father knoweth me, even so know I the Father." Now, although 
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we maj saj that God knows every creature to perfection, yet we 
may truly address every created being; in the universe in the Ian- 
gnage of Zophar : " Canst thou by searching find out God P canst 
thou find out the Almighty unto perfection ?" Surely a created and 
finite intelligence, which knows his Creator even as the scrutinizing 
omniscience of his Creator knows him, is an anomaly which neither 
can nor does exist ! 

In John xiv. 9, 10, he asserts his oneness with the Father to be 
so complete and perfect, that he who hath seen him hath seen the 
Father: ''Philip saith unto him. Lord, show us the Father, and it 
sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto him. Have I been so long time with 
you, and yet hast thou not known me, Philip ? He that hath seen 
me, hath seen the Father ; and how sayest thou then. Show us the 
Father. Believest thou not that I am in the Father, and the Father 
in me ?'* And then he proceeds still further to give evidence of the 
perfect oneness that subsists between them ; a oneness so perfect and 
80 close, as to admit of no distinctness or independence of power, au. 
thority, or operation whatsoever, on the part of the Son, in his divine 
nature, from the Father : ''The words that I speak unto you, I speak 
not of myself (that is, as a separate being from the Father, as Philip 
supposed); but the Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the 
works." 

On comparing John xiv. 14 with xvi. 23, we find that Christ and 
the Father are equally employed in answering the prayers of the 
Church. The former passage is, " If ye shall ask any thing in my 
name, I will do it ;*' and the latter, " Whatsoever ye shall ask the 
Father in my name, he will give it you.'' And I would here remark, 
that the same Apostle*^ohn — who has recorded these two declara- 
tions, enlarges upon the former, in his first Epistle, v. 14, 15, in a 
manner which shows that he recognised the correctness of directing 
our petitions to the Son of God, as well as to the Father : " And this 
is the confidence that we have in him (the Son of God), that if we 
ask any thing according to his will, he heareth us ; and if we know 
that he hear us, whatsoever we ask, we know that we have the peti- 
tions that we desired of him.'' 

In John xiv. 23, Christ asserts his possession of the same faculty 
of being universally and permanently present with his people, as the 
Father possessed ; and represents the promise of his presence ad 
equally valuable to his people, as that of his Father : " If a man love 
me, he will keep my words ; and my Father will love him, and we 
will come unto him, and make our abode with him." — We may also 
remark, upon this passage, that it connects the promise of God's 
presence with the love of Christ, and not of the Father ; so that, if 
Christ is not one God with the Father, we have here an instance of 
God surrendering his glory and prerogatives to a creature ! 

In John xvi. 15, we read this declaration of the Saviour : " All 
things that the Father hath, are mine ;" and, in John xvii. 10, a 
similar one : "And all mine are thine, and thine are mine"' — Here 
are two explicit assertions of a common proprietorship with the Fa- 
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ther, in all that belong! to Ili« Father, from one "who did not rin, 
n«itber was any goile found in bis month." 

In John xrii. 6, he representB himself aa having enjoyed glory 
with the Father's ovn itlf befoie the world was : " And now, O Fa- 
ther! gloriry (bou me with thine own self, with the glory which I 
had with thee before the world was." — And in this prayer, which be 
offers up daring the season in which that glory was saspended, he 
plainly represents his glory, both retrospectively and proapectively, 
lo be the one and the same glory with tne Father's. 

He represents himself aa being one with the Father, in the im- 

Sortont work of setting himself apart to bis mediatorial office ; as in 
OBN X. 36 : " Say ye of him whom the Father bath sanctified and 
sent into the world;" compared with John xvii. 19: "And for this 
parpose / saneli/y myielf, that they also m^bt be sanctified by the 
imth." 

He represents himself as possessing an independent and personal 

Jower, not only to lay down his life, bat to resome it again ; as in 
OHK X. 18 : "I have power to lay down my life, and I have power 
to take it again ;" and yet it is asserted, in Roh. vi. 4, that Chiisl 
was raised from the dead by ibe glory of the Father. The power, 
therefore, which was displayed in this instance, must have been a 
power mutually possessed, and mutually exerted ; or. In other words, 
the Father and the Son were one in the possession of that exceeding 
great and mighty power, which the apostle says was displayed in the 
resurrection of Christ from the dead. 

He declares himself to be one with the Falber in the exercise of 
the divine prerogative of reioarding, as is evident from a comparison 
of Matt. vi. 4, " Thy Father, which seeth in secret, himself snail re- 
ward thee openly," — with Matt. xvi. 27, "For the Son of man shall 
come in the glory of his Father, with bis angels ; and then ht thall 
reward every man according lo his works ;" and also, on referring 
to Rou. ii. 6, we find that this is the province of " God, who mil 
reward every one according to his works." 

He represents himself as possessing the Momi abUity with the 
Father to work the miracles which he performed ; as his question to 
the blind men, in which there is not the slightest reference to a 
Muperior or more efficient power, clearly implies : "Believe ye that 
/ am able to da thisP" Matt. ix. 28; — and as bis exact recognition 
of the ascription of an ability which could be exerted at will, con- 
liuDed in his reply to the leper's supplication, in Matt. viii. 2, also 
shows : "Lord, if thou wilt, thou canst maJce me clean ;'' — upon 
which Jesus said, I will, be tbou clean'' — language as precisely indi- 
cative of his possession of an irresistible power, independent of all 
dislmct or higher controul, us the statement in Gen. i. 3. "God said. 
Let there he lishl, and there was light." Elsewhere, however, be 
says, "The Father which dwelletb in me, he doeth the works" 
(John xiv. 10) ; thereby implying, that though bis ability to perform 
his miracles was uncontrolled by any superior power, yet it was equal 
tp, or rather one and the same power with the Father's. 




Chriil wiyi omt with Ibe Fatber, )a sending the Holy Ghost to 
the Apostles, as is evident from John xyi. 7 : " If I go not away, 
the Comforter will not come unto you ; but if I depart, J will send 
him nnto you;" compared with John xiv. 20, "The Comforter, 
which is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name/' &c. 

Christ assumes to himself the same prerogative of rebuking and 
chastening with the Father, as is manifest from his declaration in 
JLZY. iii. 19: "As many as I love, / rebuke and chasten;" com- 
pared with Hbb. xii. 6, 7 : " For whom the Lord loveth he chasten- 
eth, and scourgeth every son whom he receiveth. If ye endure chas- 
tening, God dealeth with you as with sons ; for what son is he whom 
the Father chasteneth not ?'' 

In Rbt. xxi. 6, 7, Christ distinctly assumes to himself the title of 

God, ■ " ' ^ 

done. 

«i^ 

freely. He that overcometh shall inherit all things ; and I will be 
his God, and he shall be my son.'' 

These passages which I have now advanced, constitute a portion 
of the scriptural material, upon the ground of which I argue for the 
true Deity of Christ From this induction of scripture testimony^ I 
derive this conclusion : That the Lord Jesus Christ, who appeared 
in the flesh in order to become a mediator between God and man, 
possessed a nature distinct from that humanity in which he taber- 
nacled — that, in reference to his superipr nature, he is described as 
bearing the titles, possessing the characteristics, performing the 
works, exercising the prerogatives, and receiving the honours of 
Deity — that he represents himself, and is represented by others, as 
being one with the Father in the possession of all the essential attri- 
butes which are ascribed to the Father. I therefore conclude, that 
in his superior nature, Christ is true God, possessing the same eter- 
nity, power, authority, and Godhead, with the Father, and one with 
him in all attributes. 



SECOND DAY. 



Mb. B&GOT.— It Falls to my lot, in conseqaeiiceof the arroDKe- 
mentfl which have been adopted, to commence the discuBiion on thia 
day. You ate aware, (bat, according to the printed regulations, no 
reply to the ai^aments of ihe first speaker could have been permitted 
on yesterday ; but each waa engaged to give a statement of the posi- 
tive sentiments which he entertained, in reference to the subject of 
discussion, and to illastrate that statement by positive and affirma. 
tive proofs. I fee) obliged to Mr. Porter for the plan he has already 
pursued ; for he has saved, me a vast degree of trouble. , We may be 
compared to two architects, who were employed to build a temple ; 
and I trust that on yesterday I adhered closely to ibis object. I 
endeavoured to lay Jesus Christ as the foundation- stone ; I called to 
my assistance the Apostles and Prophets as fellow, workers in rearing 
the superstructure ; and I completed my work, by exhibiting Christ 
Jesus as the topsione. But what did Mr. Porter do?— let. He 
occupied one hour at least in clearing away the obstructions to my 
building, by detailings the origin of this discussion, and the progress 
of our correspondence, of which it was quite sufficient to know the 
reiull, as stated in the printed prospectus of the rules. — 2dly, He 
erected a very small edifice for himself, which, however, he immedi- 
ately overthrew. — And, 3dly, He came over to me, and for (he 
remainder of bis time assisted me in building my house, I bad ex. 
pected Ihathenould have advanced affirmative proofs for the strong 
afBrmative doctrines which be has embodied in bis two propositions. 
I had expected him to have advanced positive arguments in support 
of his first proposition, that ibe Father only is the only true God; 
and of his second proposilion, that the Lord Jesus Christ is (even in 
his highest capacity) a created being : bat for neither of these tenets 
did he advance any thing like satisfactory proof. I must advert, 
however, to the remarks which he did unequivocally advance. He 
occupied our time with censures upon the Scriptures, both in the 
translation and in the original. He described the translation inordi- 
nary use as being incrusted with numerous imperfections and defects, 
I ask in reply, if he really believes this description to be correct, honr 
does he maintain bis own consistency as a minister of religion, in 
standing up in this place of worship. Sabbath alter Sabbath, to read 
to his congregation a translation of the Bible which be represents 
as so erroneous and defective ? He is not fettered by any ecclesias- 
tical canons or regulations, which would restrict him to the exclusive 
nse of King James's translation ; and he may adopt what is termed 
the "Improved Version of the New Testament," which might per. 
baps come nearer to his ideas of perfection as a translation, than the 
ordinary version. But the character which Mr. Porter has given of 
the common translation is, 1 hesitate not to say, nnjosliliable and 
nnwaiianted. I ai^ne not for the infallibility or inspiration of the 
IranslatoiB, or for (he perfect integrity of the work they have pro- 
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daced. I admit that there are defects in that work ; but thej are 
not connected with any point of doctrine, or rule of practice, so as 
to impair the distinctness of the one, or to blunt the moral cogency of 
the otner. But, just as the astronomer discerns spots on the sun, which 
do not prevent the inhabitants of our world from receiving all that illu- 
mination and guidance which his brightness is calculated to afford ; 
to, although the critical student of the Bible may discern some defects 
in its translation, yet still the commonly received version is sufficiently 
{accurate to answer that important object for which a revelation has 
been imparted — to be " a guide to our feet, and a lantern to our 
baths.'' And if anew translation were faithfully executed, I have no 
hesitation to assert, that it would be far more favourable to the in. 
culcation of the Deity of Christ than the present. 

But Mr. Porter next alluded to the original text of Scripture; 
which he described— I hope I commit no mistake in quoting his 
words — as " mutilated, interpolated, and otherwise grossly corrupted; 
and so as to render many passages, especially those connected with 
this discussion, unworthy of notice.'^ I beg to say to him, in the 
presence of this assembly, that, if he entertains such an opinion in 
reference to Scripture, he should, in consistency, become either an 
Infidel or a Roman Catholic : — an Infidel, in order, on the one hand, 
to free himself from the perplexity of building bis faith upon such a 
sandy foundation ; or a Koman Catholic, on the other hand, in order 
that his creed may rest upon a basis which is apparently solid to the 
mind of every sincere member of that communion ; namely, the au- 
thority and infallibility of the Church of Rome. But, let me ask, 
what description of faith must that man have, who considers his 
only rule of faith to be be •' mutilated, interpolated, and otherwise 
grossly corrupted V* The natural tendency of preaching up such a 
statement as this, would be to promote universal religious scepticism. 
But is Mr. Porter, and are this auditory, aware of the laborious re- 
search which Dr. Kennicott underwent, in order to ascertain the 
integrity of the Original Scriptures ? He spent about thirty years 
in reviewing, collating, and comparing the different manuscripts of 
the Bible, to which he could have access. And when this long 
period had brought his work to a close, he strongly lamented that he 
nad spent his labour in vain ; as he had found no important devia- 
tions from the received text. But though Dr. Kennicott may 
have imagined that his labour was in vain, yet this meeting will, on 
the slightest reflection, perceive that he arrived at the most desirable 
and important conclusion, and one which demonstrated incoiitro- 
vertibly the general and minute integrity of the original text of 
Scripture. 

I shall now allude to the commentary pronounced by Mr. Porter 
upon some of the texts connected with the discussion. He first 
adverted to Acts xx. 28 : *' Take heed, therefore, unto yourselves, 
and to all the flock over the which the Holy Ghost hath made you 
overseers, to feed the church of God, which he hath purchased with 
his own blood." Mr. Porter argued, upon Griesbach's authority, 
that the word i^tw^ in the original of this passage, is spurious. For 
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my present object I neither a^ue for nor spinet the genulaeneM 
of&tau; but I would jostrema^, that this reading is well supported, 
and that the Vatican M.S., one of the very highest authority, ivhic)) 
Gbiesbach never saw, gives countenance to tois reading. I'lsake 
him, howeyer, a present or this text, bat shall Erst make some use of 
it before I part with it. I do not require it aa a proof for my doc- 
trine, nor did I quote it in my enumeration of arguments yesterday. 
I aak Mr. Porter, then, why is he so anxious to prove that Qeou, in 
this passage, is not genuine ? la not thia desire to remove this word 
from the text neceesarily based npon a tacit, and, of course, uncon. 
scious admission, that if eemi were in the paaaage, it would supply 
me and my cause with a. valid argument for the Deity of Christ ? 
On no other principle can Mr. Porter be exonerated from the charge 
of introducing totally irrelevant matter into this diacuasion. If, then, 
he admits — which be must, upon every principle of con si si en cy and 
alraight.forward reasoning— that ©lou, if in this text, would prove the 
Deity of Christ, I hope bis mind is prepared to admit the force of 
the application of the very same title lo the Saviour in passages, 
abant the genuineness and authenticity of which, there is neither 
question nor insinuation; such aa John i. 1; Rou. ix. 5; Titds 
ii. 13; 1 John v. 20, &c. to which I yesterday referred. 

Mr. Porter next adverted to 1 Tim. lit. 15, 16 : " But if I tarry 
long, that thou mayest know bow thou ougbtest to behave thyself in 
the house of God, which is the church of ibe living God, the pillar 
aod ground of the ttulh. And, without controversy, great is the 
mystery of godliness ; Gad was manifest in the flesh," kc. — Now, in 
quoting this passage yesterday, I showed you that it was of no con- 
sequence whether we read Qiii Epartfu^, or is i^avf^hi ; as in the 
latter case we must naturally understand k to be a relative pronoun, 
having for its antecedent the noun substantive @cw, in the sentence, 
" which ia the church of the living God;" and we must read the 
interveningaentenceasaparenihesis: thus," But if I tarry long, that 
thou Dinyest know how thou ougbtest to behave thyself in the house of 
God,'which is the church of the living God, (the pillar and ground 
of truth, and without, controversy great is the mystery of godliuesa,) 
vbo was manifest in the flesh," &c. Mr. Porter haa suggested an- 
other translation of thia paaaage : thus, " He who waa manifeat in the 
flesh was justified in the Spirit," &c. ; by which rendering he tran-i 
slates if as an adjective; but I simply reply lo this, that it is con- 
trary to every rule and principle oi Greek syntax to translate if ia 
this manner, unless where we cannot possibly find an antecedent in 
the preceding context, which is not the case in thia passage. But 
these remarks are based upon the aopposilion of rejecting @ihf from 
the text, which I would not for a moment assent lo — because I have 
evidence internal and external to support the received reading. 
Ist, I aak any man of plain sense, what becomes of " the mystery," 
if the word "God" be taken away? If jou exiract the one, you 
necessarily remove the other ; for in what could the " mystery," of 
which the Apostle speaks, refer to but to (his, that God was manifest 
in the flesh ? — 2dly, Mr. Porter baa said much about the pnrily of 
GuESBACB's text; hut, with respect to this passage, now did 
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Gribsbacr act ? He inserted Oi^ in his first edition ; bat in bis 
second edition be acted in opposition to even his awn authority 
(which we are required to follow), in addition to every other evi- 
dence, by the omission of 0ihg, and the insertion of 6;. Whether he 
acted correctly or not may be easily ascertained from a comparison 
of the following sommary of authorities for the two readings^ viz. — 



Authar%ti$$ for ^« 

MANOtCRIPTS. 

Augian and Boernerian (F aod O a 

nngle authority), possiilg. 
Two tmall letter manusoripts (17 and 

73), artanUy, 



None. 



TBR8I0N8. 



FATHeBS. 

Cyril Alexand. A. D. 412, in parte, |)ro- i 

bably. 
Epiphaoius, A.D. 390, probably, 
Theodore Mopsuest A*D. 400, clearly. 
Also some persons in the sixth century, 

as appears from a story told by 

liberatus and Hmckmarus. 



Authorities for 06o^. 

MAMU8CBIPT8. 

Augian and Boernerian (F and G a 

single authority), probaliy. 
The Alexandrine and Ephrem (A and 

C), almest certainly. 
All collated small letter manuscripts 

of every dass (except 17 and 73)^ 

certoinly, 

VKR8I0N8. 

Arabic Polyg. and M.S. Slavonic, 
cvrtoifily. 

VATHBRS. 

Ignatius, A.D. 100. Clemens Alex- 
and. A.D. 194, and others, |>ro&ai^ly« 

Dionysius Alex. A.D. 264, (if genuine, 
as is probable), pretty clearly, 

Athanasius, A.D. 326, (if genuine, as 
is probable), certainly, 

Cyril Alex. A.D. 412, in parte, proba" 
bly, 

Basil, A.D. 370, probably^ 

Gregory Nyssen, A.D. 370, clearly, . 



Chrysostom, 

Theodoret, 

Euthalius, 

Damascenus, 

Epiphanius, 

Photius, •••, 

(Ecumenius, 

Theophylact, 



. . • • 



• • • • 



• • 



A.D. 
A.D. 
A.D. 
A.D. 
A.D. 
A.D. 
A.D. 



386, 
423, 
462, 
730, 

787, 
858, 
900, 



• • 



A.D. 1077, 



do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 



From a comparison, or rather a contrast of these authorities^ yon 
will easily perceive which is the correct reading ; whilst, at the same 
time, it is of very litde consequence whether these disputed passages 
be kept out of sight or not in this controversy, as I have ample sup- 
ply of other texts, whose genuineness and authenticity cannot be 
questioned. 

I must now advert to a strange, and to me a surprising admission; 
which Mr. Porter yesterday made, in reference to Im religious 
views. The admission was expressed in these words : " My views of 
the person of Christ are accompanied in Scripture with some difficulty 
ana perpleonng circumstances to my own mind, which lead me to look 
Upon those who differ from me with charity and candour*^ What a 
noble sacrifice at the shrine of truth ! And in what, let me ask Mr. 
Porter, do these difficulties and perplexities consist ? Is it not in 
this, that he is not able to resist the strong scriptural assertions of 
the Deity of Christ, which the Scriptures contain P For my part, I 
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ctB Bee no perpletities la the rievB which I hold in reference to the 
}>erBonal glorr of Christ. I can Teconcile and connect all the state- 
ments of rev^ation, in consistency with the opinions I hold, as satis- 
factorily as a weak and finite intellect can ; and I am confident of 
this, that the Apostle Paul never made such an admiaaimi ss this of 
Mr. Porter's. His lan^age was, "I know in whom I have believed;" 
and if Mr. Porter would surrender hie present views, and become a 
sincere believer in the true Deity of the Saviour, then, under the 
teaching of the Spirit, all these difiicullies and perplexities under 
which he is now labouring woald vanish and disappear. 

Mr. Porter next asserted, that the Evangelists, MtTTHBW, Mark, 
and LoKE, never once assert the Deity of Christ ; and that Johh is 
■apposed to have done so only once, or perhaps twice. Now, let me 
mppMe, far a moment, that this is correct ; in order to show by a 
simple illustration, how uns«viceable such a fact would be to his 
argument Suppose I bad occasion to call on Mr. Porter at bis own 
Bouse ; and, on having gone there, fonnd that he was not in hU par. 
Jour, or fais drawing-room, or in his oifioe; wonld [ be justified in 
leaving the house under the impression that he was not there, whilst 
he was at the very time occupied in his study P Surely not. Now, 
vulgar and simple as this illustration may appear, it serves to detect 
the fdlacy of the remark which I wish to expose. The Bible is one 
compact stractore of divine truth, reared by a singU architect — the 
Spirit of God. It consists of different departmenla ; namely, of the 
various books of which it is ocunposed. Now, suppose I did not find 
the doctrine of the Saviour's Deity iu Matthew, Mask, Lck£, or 
John ; or, in fact, in any one of these departments,' except, for in. 
stance, the book of the Revelation; would I^be jaatilied in reject- 
ing that doctrine ? Surety not. If I find this doctrine clearly revealed 
only in one book of Scripture, and even in one isolated pase^e 
of that book, I should consider myself bound to give it implicit 
assent, just as much as if it constituted the pervading and reiterated 
topic of revelation. And let me further ask : If I did not find 
this doctrine in the evangelical history, does Mr. Porter mean that I 
should employ a kin^of sponge, for the purpose of ohliteraiing those 
Statements of it which the Epistles contain r Surely not, if I regard 
the Bible as one compact volume, written by a single author, namely, 
ihe Spirit of God. Further : Suppose the Evangelists did not once 
allude to the doctrine of the Deity of Christ, could I not have ac- 
counted for this omission— I argue upon the superadded supposition, 
tliat this doctrine is contained in other parts of Scripture^upon 

frin<4ples which should have satisfied our finite judgments? The 
Ivaogelists professed to record the history of the days of the flesh 
iMid humiliation ofthe Son of man: mighttheynot, then, without com- 
prontising their faithfulness as biographers, have adhered inflexibly to 
the subject they proposed ; whilst the Holy Spirit, under whose gui- 
dance they wrote, reserved the revelation of the Saviour's Deity for 
some subsequent portion of his work ? How would Mr. Porter re- 
ifale ihe infidel, who should argue that the Bible teaches atheism, 
,becanse4he name of Deity does not once occur in the book of EstberP 
And will he have the goodnew to inform me, what preciseamouot of 
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evidence will tattefy hie judgment in support of the true Deity of 
Christ f In the mean time, I hold it as an axiom, that we should be 
satisfied with that quantum of evidence which the Holy Spirit is 
pleased to impart. The Sadducees, who considered their written rule 
of faith to be comprised within the limits of the five bdoks of Moses* 
were still under an obligation to believe in the doctrine of the resur- 
rection, although there might have been no other evidence for it than 
what the language of God to Moses — " / am the God of Abraham, 
the God of Isaac, and of Jacob" — conveyed ; in which that doctrine 
is only taught inferentially, and in which the argument that supports 
it rests upon the use of the verb " am ;'' which hears a reference to 
the present, in contrast to the past tense ; suggesting the argument 
that, as God is not the God of the dead but of the living, so, although 
the bodies of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, had long since been con- 
signed to their original dust, yet as to their souls, they must have 
been alive in a stat^ of glory at the time when God said^ in the lan- 
guage of encouragement to Moses, " I am their God/' Here, then, 
is one instance of our being under obligation to believe a most impor- 
tant doctrine, although taught only by inference. Alas ! alas 1 this 
feeling of dissatisfaction at ttie amount of evidence which it has 
pleased the Holy Spirit to give in support of the Df ity of Christ, too 
much resembles the spirit of those who, when the Saviour hung upon 
the cross, surrounded by every symptom of dereliction and dismay, ex. 
claimed, <' If thou be the Son of God, come down from the cross, and 
we will believe thee.** — But I now deny the position, (hat the Evange- 
lists, Matthew, Mark, and Luke, did not plainly assert the doctrine 
of the Deity of Christ ; and this I am warranted to do, after the amount 
of evidence from their writings which I yesterday advanced. 

I shall now proceed to make some remarks upon the passages of 
Scripture to which Mr. Porter referred yesterday. I have already 
said, that when he threw down his own building by the strange ad- 
mission to which I have already alluded, he came over to my side 
and kindly commenced to build my house, before.I had commenced 
to do so myself. And this he did, by quoting a number of passages 
which, as I shall show, are positive and a,ffirmaf!ive proofs of the doc- 
trines which I hold ; for they prove my first proposition — I refer you 
to the printed rules — directly and immediately^ and they establish my 
second proposition indirectly and mediately* This position I shall 
illustrate by an examination of the texts which he advanced ; viz. 

He first referred to Deitt. vi. 4, " Hear, O Israel ! the Lord, our 
God, is one Lord ;" or " Jehovah, our Elohim, is one Jehovah.** — ^This 
passage clearly proves my first proposition,which asserts, "There is one 
God Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire exclusion of the alleged 
Deity of every creature." — So that I feel indebted to Mr. Porter iot 
proving my side of the question for me. But, this text indirectly 
supports my second proposition ; for the words " our God,** or "our 
Elohim,'* are in the plural number, which, I argue, is an indication of 
some sort of plurality being included in the nature of Deity. And if 
my doctrine, that "(5hrist is one God with the Father" is correct, 
then this peculiar phraseology is at once accounted for. 



He next referred to Isiu xxxrll. 16 and 30 ; — verseA which at 
onue prove the doctrine of the unity of Jehovah : which conetitutes 
my firtt proposition. But they also demoDHlrate iadireetly my 
tecond proposition, relative to the true Deity of Christ ; and this will 
be evident, when I show that the same divine titles and works, which 
in this passage are ascribed to Jehovah, are elsewhere ascribed to 
Christ; which I do by the following comparison; vix. 

ISAllH ixxTii. 16, 20. Similar atlributei aicrHed to CKritt. 

O Lord of bosb, God of Israel, that 
dmlleat between tbe cberubiin ; thou 
art the God, erea tbou alone, of all 
the kiugdomi of tbe earth : thou bait 
made beaven and earth. ■ • ■ Now, 
tberefhre, O.Lord our God, save ua 

from hii hand, that all Ibe kingdoma . , .„ , ,i. -_ ». « 

of (he earth may know that thou art ' »•" '."I' ""P. *''*\'^"" **'>"" 

-■ - - ■ n thou nnW "f temptation, which ahall come upo 

n thou only. ^ the world, to try them that dwell 

upon the earth, — Rbt. iii. 10. 

Tbe next passage which Mr. Porter referred to was Z&ch. xiv. 9, 
which also proves mv first proposition directly, and my second indi- 
rectly; which wiU also be evident from the following comparison : 



Zbcb. Kiv. 9. 
And tbe LMd iball be king over all 



Smilar atlributei aictited to 



ChrUt. 

AU power is girea unto me in beaven 
and in earth. — Matt. nTiii. 18. 

And from Jejus Christ, who is • • 
tbe PriDce of tbe^kings of the earth~- 
RkV. 1. 5. 

• • And one Lord Jesn« Chriit, by 
whom are all ttaiagi, and we by bim. 
—1 CoK. viu. 6. 

And as Mr. Porter has laid some stress upon the latter clause of 
that passage, " his name shall be one," I beg to remind him, (hat, if 
he anderstanda these words in a strictly HtenJ sense, they contain as 
valid an objection against tbe Deity of tbe Father as of the Son, 



He next referred to Neo. it. 6, which ah 
position directly, and my second indirectly ; i 
tbe following comparison ; viz. 
Vbb. ii. 6. * 

Tbon, even tbou, art Lord alone. 
thou hast made heaven, the heaven of that are' in heave' 
lieaven*, with all their boat, tbe earth 
end all things that are therein, and 
tbou preserveit tbem all ; and aU the 
but of beaven worsbippeth thee. 



i«ible, whether 
they be thrones, or dominionB, or prill- 
cipalitiea, or powers : all tbiuga were 
created by him, and for bim. And he 
i> beforB all things, and by him all 
things coniin.— Col. i. IS, 17. 

Upholding all things bj tbe ward 

of bii power Hbb. i. 3. 

Let all the angeli of Ood wonhip 
tiim,— HiB. 1, S. 
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He next adirerted to Mark xiL 2^, which also proves my first and 
second propositions in the saame manner ; as will also appear from 
the following comparison : 



Mabk xiL 29. 

The first of all the commandments 
is. Hear O Israel ! the Lord our God 
is one Lord (Kfifiog iJg). 



A dmilardetlarationwiade inrtferetsce toCkritU 

But to us there is but one God, the 

Father, of whom are all things, and 

we in him and one Lord (s7( Kvmg) 

Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, 

' and we by him. — I Cob. viii. 6. 

He next adverted to Gal. iii. 20, '* Now a mediator is not a media- 
tor of one ; but God is one.'' I merely allude to his quotation of this 
passage, in order to remark what a proof it affords of the superficial 
manner in which he must be in the habit of reading the Scriptures ; 
for who Uiat understood the spirit of the Apostle's reasoning in the 
context of this passage, would think of producing it as a proof of the 
aimple unity of the divine nature ? I shall merely paraphrase this 
text, which will at once show how irrelevant it is to the subject of our 
discussion: ''Now the very idea of mediation necessarily implies 
the existence of more parties than one ; but in the Christian scheme 
of mediation, the Divine Being is one of the parties concerned." 

I shall now direct my attention to those proofs which Mr. Porter 
advanced in support of the Deity of the Father exclusively. I must 
request you, however, to remark attentively, that he is bound by the 
terms of his first proposition, not merely to prove that the Father is 
the only true God, but that the Father only is the only true God. I 
repeat this remark as being of the first importance to our subject : he 
k bound not merely to prove the exclusive Deity of the Father, but 
the exclusive Deity of the Faiher exclusively. And it will appear 
evident^ after an inspection of the arguments he has advanced, that 
he has completely failed in making out his case as stated in his first 
proposition. 

He first referred to Matt, xxiii. 9, " Call no man your Father 
upon earth ; for one is your Father which is in heaven." — I reply, 
that the Father personally is not exclusively referred to here : the 
wordSj"your Fatner," evidently mean your Creator ; for any one who 
has read the Scriptures with ordinary attention must be aware that the 
title of Father is frequently given to the Divine Being in the sense 
of Creator, as in Mal. ii. 10, " Have we not all one Father ? hath 
not one God created us P" — And, in this sense^ I maintain that Christ 
is included in the designation of '* Father" in this passage ; for be 
is the Creator and Preserver of all things (Col. i. 16, 17): and^ at 
the time when he pronounced these words, he was in heaven as to 
his divine nature, though in his human nature he was on the earth ; for 
he says, in 1 John iii. 13, " No man hath ascended up to heaven, 
but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of man, which is 
in heaven. 

The next passage to which he referred, as a proof of the exclusive 
Deity of the Father^ was Matt. x. 29, " Are not two sparrows sold 
for a farthing, and one of them cannot fall to the ground without 
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your Father." — Bat here, also, the term Father Is eridently used ia 
the sense of preserver, aa a desigiiatuHi of the Divine Bein^. Mr. 
Porter, In the course of his remarks upon this text, challenged me 
to produce a similar declaration, in reference to the Son : I readily 
accept the challenge, and shall refer bim to a far stronger, and more 
emphatic delaration of the providential superintendence of Christ; 
in which he is described as preserving, not merely two sparrows, 
bat all created things ; for "be upholds all things by the word of 
his power," Heb. i. 3. 

The neKt passage to which Mr, Porter referred was Lukb x. 21 : 
" I thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast 
hid these things from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them 
unto babes." — ^Thia text distinctly proves the Deity of the Father ; 
for it ascribes to him the title of " Lord of heaven and earth," — 
represents him as the object of worship, and as the author of revela- 
tion. But in Gal. i. 12, the same divine work is ascribed to the 
Son ; " For I neither received it (i. e. the gospel) of man, neither was 
I taught it but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.''— So that, as the 
same divine work, which in LincB x. 21 is ascribed to the Father, is 
in GAt. i. 12 ascribed to the Son, I infer that Father and Son are 
one Qod. 

The next quotation was from 1 Cok, viii, 4 — 6 : " As concerning, 
therefore, the eating of those things which are offered in sacrifice 
nnto idols, we know that an idol is nothing in the world, and that 
there is none other God but one : for though there he that are called 

ds, whether in heaven or in earth (as there be gods many, and 
Is many) ; but to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom 
are all things, and we in bim ; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom 
are idl things, and we by bim."— 'Upon this passage, I beg to make 
the following remarks : 

(I.) The God of the Christian is here placed in direct and ex- 
pressed contrast, not to a plurality of persons in his own nature, but 
to a plurality of false gods, whom the heathen worshipped. 

(2.) The " one God," in vtr. 6, ia not placed in opposition to the 
Godship of Christ, who is elsewhere frequently styled God (as in 
Ron. ix. 5), any more than the expression " one Lord" is placed in 
opposition to the Lordship of the Father, who is elsewhere frequently 
styled Lord (as in Mare xii. 29). The Father and the Son are 
" one God," as the Son and the Father are " one Lord ;" or else 
there are heo Lords and two Gods. 

(3.) It is asserted of both the " one God," and the " one Lord," 
in this passage, that they are equally the Creator and Preserver of 
all things : of the former it is said, " of whom are all things, and we 
in bim ;" and, of the latter, " by whom are all things, and we by 
him." 

(4.) As the Apostle speaks of the objects of idolatrous wor. 
ship, under the general designation of " those that are called gods," 
ana then subdivides tfaem into two species, of "gods many, and 
lords many ;" it is evident that the " lords many" are, equally with 
the " gods many," included in the more general designation of 
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thoae that are *^ called gods/' Bat there Is a perfect parallelism 
l^tireea the fifth and sixth verses, from which I infer that the '* one 
Lord JesQS Christ'' is, equally with the " one God the Father/' 
included in the more general declaration at the commencement of 
the 6th verse : ''But to us there is but one God." 

(5.) The last remark is based upon the supposition that the "one 
God the Father" refers to the Father personally (or the first person 
of the Trinity) ; but I am rather disposed to think, that the word 
" Father" is used in this passage in a more extended sense, as a 
general designation of the Divine Being, in the sense of Creator and 
Preserver of all things. And this I argue, from the explanation of 
(he term which is immediately added, " the Father, 0/ whom are ail 
thingz.*' In this view, therefore, of the passage, the '' one God, the 
Father, of whom are all things," includes Christ in his divine nature, 
by whom all things were created, and by whom all things consist ; 
and the " one Lord Jesus Christ," in that case, involves a reference 
to him in another capacity, as Mediator, and Head over all things 
to his church. 

(6.) Those who deny the Deity of Christ, and argue for the 
Deity of the Father on/y, are bound to account for the Apostle's c(?n- 
trailing the Lord Jesus Christ with the false Deities of the Heathen ; 
for why do so, unless he possessed true Deity ? On their principles, 
the person contrasted with the gods many and lords many. of the 
Heathen, should have been the Father only ; for why mention an- 
other person, if the Father only possessed true Deity ? 

(7.) This passage is valuable to my cause, as giving a meaning 
to the ierm K^^/o;, so frequently applied to Christ. The Apostle 
undoubtedly uses k6^/o/ (in ver. 5) as a classification or species of 
Qshiin the preceding part of the verse. Kvmg (in English, Lord) 
implies dominion or authority, and is given to Christ about a thousand 
times in the New Testament. Throughout the Septuagint it is used 

as the translation of the Hebrew word mm (Jehovah.) Kd^toi 

T : 

exactly corresponds with the Baalim of the Phoenicians. It is a 
word, however, which admits of great latitude in its application ; 
but in this passage, as well as in others, we have plain evidence of 
its being applied to Christ in the highest sense, not merely from the 
reasons before stated, but also from the declaration, " by whom are 
all things," being connected with it ; for this phrase is used in Rom. 
xi. 36, and in Heb. ii. 10, to designate God as the originating cause 
of all things, as is evident from a reference to the original of the 
three passages, in all of which the same preposition, dtuy occurs. 

The next passage to which Mr. Porter alluded was 1 Tim. ii. 6 : 
*' There is one God, and one Mediator between God and men, the 
man Christ Jesus."- — Upon this text I remark, that the former clause 
proves my first proposition ; and the latter clause proves that part of 
my second proposition, which asserts that Christ is Mediator: but 
it has no reference to ** his highest capacity, nature, or condition ;" 
for it contains internal evidence of its referring to him in reference 
to his official person. But why should Mr. Porter have quoted this 
text, unless he acknowledges himself to be a Humanitarian P for it 




says Bolhing; of Cbilil a> an aiwelk or sapersngeUs betngi but simply 
speske of bim u " ibe man Cfarist Jeans." 

Mr. Porter thrai referred to M*mc xiii. 32 : ■' But of tbat day 
and tbat bour knowelh no man, no, not the sagels whkb are In 
beavoi ; neither tbe Son, hot the Father." — I shall, however, decline 
replying to bis argument from this text, until he shall answer a quCB-i 
tton which I shall propose to bim ; for I wish to imitate the plan 
which our Saviour adopted, in order to meet the captions questions 
which were proposed to bim in the days of his flesn. The question 
I propose to bim is this. How does he reconcile with the omniscience 
of the Falber tbe declaration, in reference to Christ, contained in 
Rer. xix. 12 : " He bad s name written that no man (or, in the 
Greek, no one, wiilf) knew, hut he himself?" Here, it is ezpressty 
asserted, that no one knew the name which Christ bore, bnt Christ 
himself. Now, I should be glad to know how Mr. Porter will recon- 
cile this strong declaration with the omniscience of the Father, I 
leave the question with him, in order to obtain from faim a solution 
of the difficulty it presents ; and as soon as he shall give it, I shall 
then reconcile the declaration contained in Maak xiii. 32, with tbe 
omniscience of the Son. 

I find that my time is nearly expired. I call upon Mr. Porter, 
then, to state disliaclly and explicitly to this meeting, what are his 

risitive and a^rmatiog views in reference to the peraoa of Christ ; 
call upon him to state, whether he considers him to be a mere 
man, or an angelic or siiperangelic teing, manifested in a human 
form ; I call upon him to state lo what precise grade and classifica- 
tion of created beings he considers him to belong ; and I call upon 
liim to give his direct and positive arguments for what he has asserted 
in bis second proposition, that Christ, in his highest capacity, nature, 
or condition, u a created being, I again call upon Mr. Porter lo 
produce the text or texts in which he considers that Christ is, in 
reference to his bigbeat capacity, nature, or condition, designated a 
crtalara. 



Mr. PORTflR. — Mr. Bagot has spoken of the support which I 
bave lent to the first of his propositions ; which ie, that " T^iere it ont 
God, Jehovah, who it God only, to the entira excluiion of the alleged 
godhead of every creature." I now be* leave to aak him — as, by the 
regulations of tnis discussioQ, I am authorized to do — what he under- 
stands by the " One Goo, Jehotah, who is God only?" Does he 
mean ". God the Father ?" or does he mean, " God, ike Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost ?" 

Mr. BAGOT. — I mean to express by tbe term Jehovah, as used 
in my first proposition, precisely tht Jehovah who is revealed to us 
iu the Bible. 

Mr. porter.— My friends, you will be able, from the answer 
I have just received to a plain and simple questicm put to Mr. 
Bagot,.— a question which, as a scholar and s clergyman, be ought 
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|# : lii Me to answer «irithoBt doaH hetUataoB, or difficoIly9<P«.4i 
quetUoo, howerer, to which he gare no answer at all ; for he ex- ' 
plained nothing^ — he defined nothing ; but lefl the subject exactly 
as it stood before the question was put;^*yoa will be able, I 
my, to jadge from the answer which he gave to a plain question, 
smother the charge which I yesterday advanced against him, ol' 
diripking from the defence of the Trinity, be correct or not I say, 
that in that answer, he shrank again from the avowal of his principles 
as a Trinitarian ; and, like the persons of whom the poet speaks, 
^ he [Mdtered with as in a doable!' sense/' 

He kept the word of promise to the ear, 
Bnt broke it to our hppe ( 

For my own part, I shonld be ashamed of myself, aod of the 
sHaation which I occupy in the church of Christ, anid I should blosh 
for those persons who have put me into the station which I hold, if 
I were capable of giving an answer such as that given in reply to 
my queation eoncerning the person of the Deity who is the object 
of my wo^faip. You will be able to judge, from the specimen now 
presented, whether it is Mr. Bagot or myself that speaks openly^ 
plainly, directly, and intelligibly ! You will be able to judge which 
of us advocates those principles which dread not investigation. Yoa 
will be able to judge which of us advocates a cause that is plain and 
intelltgible— a cause such that the more it is examined, the more 
clearly its beauty and its excellence are seen ; and the more its evi- 
dences are weigned, the more convincing, palpable, and satisfactory, 
they appear. 

1 shall now take notice of some remarks which Mr. Bagot has 
made upon my address of yesterday; and I must express my regret that, 
as a foundation for those remarks, be has adduced expressions, and 
attributed them to me, which I never used-^which I absolutely dis- 
claim — which, in the presence of upwards of two hundred witnesses, 
I absolutely disavow. He attributed to me expressions which, had 
I really uttered them, would have proved me to be equally destitute 
of integrity and discretion, both as a minister and as a man. He 
attributed to me the expression, that the original Scriptures are 
mutilated, interpolated, and grossly corrupted. I tiever made use of 
any such expression ! I said that (he copy of the original from 
9vhich King James' version was made, was mutilated, interpolated, 
and grossly corrupted. I say this again, and can prove it : but to 
say, that the original Scriptures are so, is a thing of which I never 
dreamed ; and the reason is, that I consider the original from which 
King Jame^' version was executed, so far as it was mutilated and 
interpolated, is not Scripture, but a gross imposture foisted in upon 
us in the place of Scripture* 

But it well becomes Mr. Bagot to stand up for the perfect in- 
tegrity of the text from which King James' translation was made. 
He knows how to turn its defects to good account. He did not 
tbink it beneath him to bring forward, in support of the statement 
of his doctrine, a text to which every word that I uttered is appli;. 
cable ;—rI mean 1 John v. 7. Let Mr. Bagot, after this, talk abo^ 







Ifae AaUlaHon, intnpolUian, tad oomi^tloB of lfa« ScrlplureB, n he 
pleasea ; bnt depend Upon it, the less be sftja upon the sobjeft, the 
twtler for himself. 

Yoo will remember die ezdamation o[ Mr. Bfot, what he adw^ 
"What sort of faith must that man have, who dCMribea the <»iglnal 
of the Scriptares, as mutilated, iDterpolfttedfaDdgiosBlycoiiupteill" 
I can only aay, — if the quealion refers to me, — mine is not the faitht 
vhich would induce me to attribute to another, expreisioiis which 
were never used ! Mine is not ihe faitb, which woald induce me to 
quote, as an authority, a gross interpolation of Sacred Scripture! 
Mine is not the faitb, which depends on secrecy and silence, when a 
declaration is required respecting on imporlant doctrine ! 

I might now proceed to analyse those quibbling aignments, and 
petty Hapfaisms, to which Mr. B^ot has bad recourse, in order (oobfi- 
Ate thejAain meaningof those strong texts whicb I yesterday advanced. 
I put it to you, as persons of intelligence and education, — as may be 
presumed from the station in life which you appear to occupy;-^! 
put it to yon, as persons whose presence here snows that yOu are in 
flame degree concerned for the progress of religious truth ; — I put it 
to you, as persons who frequent those places in which the word of 
God is dispensed, and who are in Ihe habit of reading those works 
In which statements in support of peculiar doctrines are brought for- 
ward: — I put it to you all, if you ever heard of a specimen of sophis- 
try so perfect, as that just afforded by Mr. Bagot's comment on 
1 CoK. ?iii, 6. I never, in all my life.witnessed such paring dovm of 
Scripture; or such quibbling, in order to get rid of Ihe plam meam 
ing of a pliua text 

To follow Mr. Be^oI in all his qnotations and explanations, 
wonld occupy a considerable portion of that tine, which, in jinlice 
to my cause, I feel bound to employ in setting forth the direct testt- 
fliony in its favour. I will not, then, be ted away by Mr. Bagot. I 
#U1 not follow him in all the wanderings of his tortuous labyrinth. 
I will go on in the path of Scripture ;— that plain road, in which the 
wayfaring man, though a fool, cannot err. 

Mr. Bogot has paid me soine compliments, for the pains I have ta- 
kita in proving for him his first proposilion. I accept them wilHngly, 
I feel that I have deserved them. I did take some pains to prove hfs 
first proposition. And why? Just because his first proposition is 
d}so mine ! Jtist because it is phitn and simple Unitarianisra !<— I 
shall now proceed to strengthen it by other proofs; and I shall lifst 
ailducA Bome— i 



TheM I shall state in such a manner, that, if you have yoar Bibles 
4iere, as you ought to have, uid as I hope yon hare, you will be able 
to fdllow me in my references, and to judge whether the coRdusiens 
which I draw, are well-founded or not. In thisj I am not exactly 
frtllinring Mr. Bdgdt's example : but I prefn taking my own coarse. 
I refer you, then, to— 
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KxoD. is. 14. I win Al thit tiiM Mod all nj plagaet a^^ii tbiae botrt^ «id 
apoa thf MmoU^ and upon thy people | that thou majett know tbmwm la 
MOira UKi MS in aft the earth. 

And if there be noae in all the earth, then is there none in all the 
uniferaey like onto Jehorah. Again,— 

ExoD. XT. 11. Who 18 like unto thee, O Lord (JehoTah), among the gods ? 
Who is uas thss, glorious in boliaessy fearful in praises, doing wonders } 

There are that are called gods, in an inferior sense ; but Moses and 
the children of Israel ask. Who is, as Jehovah is, in the highest and 
all-perfect sense, '' glorious in holiness, fearful in praises, doing won- 
ders?" 

DsuT* lU.' 94. O Loao God, * * what god is there in heaven or in earth 
that can do according to thy works ? 

The word Lord is, in the original, Jehovah. The words which I 
have omitted, will be found not to be necessary to the connexion, in 
reference to this subject. 

PiAUf Izxxix. 6. Who in the heaTens can be compared unto the Lord ? who 
among the ioni of the mighty can be likened unto the Lord? * * [8.] O Lord 
God of hosts, who is a strong Lord like unto thee^ or to thy faithfulness round 
about thee ? 

This particularity may appear tedious ; but it is necessary, in order 
to do justice to my cause, not only that I should bring before you 
•ome plain texts, but that I should show that the Scriptures abound 
with them. It is on the quantity, as well as the directness of the tea. 
timony that I rely ; the force of which cannot be done away with by 
any wire-drawn deductions, or fine-spun inferences. I do not deal 
in such arguments. I am supporting plain doctrines, by plain texts. 
My next class of proofs consists of — 

PAS8AQE8 WHICH EVINCE THAT THE FATHER IS THE ONB BEINO 
WHO IS ASSEBT^ TO QE GOD ALOM£> TO THE EXCLUSION OF OLLL 
OTBERS. 

J turn to— 

Jbr. xxxi* 7, Thus sa^th the Lord, * * [9.] • * I am a Father to Israel^ 
fuftd Ephraim is my first-bom. ' 

M AU ii. 10, Have ve not all one Fatpbr ? hath not ome God created us ?. 

JoQN viil. 41. .We are not bom of fornication. We have one Father, 
even Goal 

I bring tbis passage forward, to prove tbat the Jewish people cou. 
sidered the Father to be the only true Deity ; — an idea which Christ 
Jbimself never corrected. Where, I ask, did our Lord, in his pnbUc 
teaching, correct the impression, if erroneous ? and why, if it were 
erroneous, did he sanction the mistake P The words of the Jews to 
our Lord were, as we have seen ; " We ttre not bom of fomicaiion : 
we have One Father, even God. Christ, as I have stated, never con- 
tradicted the opinion of the Jewish people. Qn the contrary, in that 
beautiful address, commonly called the Sermon on the Mount, as 
contained in the 6th, 6th, and 7th chapters of Matthew's Gospel, be 
fayi^ as a motive to the forgiveness of injuries. 
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' Uttt. T. IBi TtmX J* m^r b« (fat chBdraa of jaar Fithck wbo li ia hwren; 
for be nuketh bii.ttm to riie npon tlie cril aiul Uie stmd, ud uBdMh nin upoo the 
joU tad upon the ddj^ 

Another proof, that oar Savioiir represented theFothei alone as true 
God, occurs in tbe same address, as recorded in — 

Mitt. vi. 36. Behold the fovli of the air : for they nv 'not, neither do thcj 
reap, nor (ptber into barm ; jret room BuTeni.t TaIbbs feedeth them. Are 
ya DM much baiter thu they ? ■ ■ [28.] And why t^e ye tboight for.rauMBt J 
Consider tho lilira ot the field how Ihey grow. • • Wherefore, if God h> clothe 
the gross of the field, vbich to-day ii, and to-momiir is cast into the oven, will he 
not much more tloChe you >' 

Here, again, be identifies the terms God and Fathbb ; intimating 
clearly, that they express exactly the same thing, and are coexten- 
sive in signification. 

I.UKB xii. 30 — 33. TheH things do tbe notioni of the world seek after, and 
joor FiTHSK knoweth that ye have need of these tbiagi. But seek ye the kiogdom 
of God, and all theie things thall be added uoto you. Feai uo^ litUe flock ; for it 
it yoor PjUhbi-'b good pleasure to pyn yoq the kingdom ! 

Observe, again, tbemanner in which the two terms, Gooand Fatbbb, 
ore used as intercbaogeable, and oa haviitg precisely the same mean- 
ing. I am endearoaring, on purpose, to read tbese texts as slowly 
as I can. I have nothing to hope from concealment; nor am I de- 
sirons of mnning away from you, from myopponeni, or from my 
a^ment. Look again to — 

JoHH iv. 33, 34. The trae vonhippers shall worship the Fithb* in iplrit and 
Id truth ; lot the Fithbr seeketh such ta wonhip him. God is a spirit ] aod ttitj 
Uiat voribip him, most worship him in spirit and in Irulb. 

It vexeth me to know, that such is the perversity of the haman 
mind, that, in despite of tbe plainest declarations of Christ bimself, 
contained in the word of God, tbe vast majority of his professing 
followers continue to offer up adoration to beings whose worship he 
nerer sanctioned, in direct violation of bis own positive and repeated 
mandates. 1 find no where in Scripture, tbe woiabip of " God tht 
Son, Btdetmtr o/the world." I find no wbere in Scriptnre, that I 
am to worship " God the Holy Gkott, proceeding Jrom the Father and 
tk* So*.'' I find no vbere in Scripture, directions to worship what ia 
called the "Holy, bleited, andgleriout 7Vtni/y, three perioni, and One 
God J" But I find plain and repeated injunctions, to worship Onb 
God AMD Father of all ; and not least plain in the passage to 
which I now refer. Olhersmay worship those whom they may think 
worthy of adoration ; but " the true worshippers shall worship Tng 
Father in spirit and in truth; for such tbe Father seeketh to 
; worship him." 

JoBN vi 40, 46. It ii written in the prophets. And they shall be aU taught at 
God. Fnry man tharelbre that hath Arard and Isanwil of tbb Fitbek, cometb 
onto me. Not that any man hath seen tbi Fltbbr, save be who Is of God ; he 
bath seen TBS Fatbeb. 

This quotation proves, that our Lord applies the term God and 
F«fA«r indiscriminately, to express exactly the same idea ; and that, 
in his language, tbe two nouns are perfectly coextensive. And this 
ta also intimated by t)ie Apostle Jamea in — 



iyt|-.«adalf0faiiAif««i. 17c Bviiijrgo^dgil^aAdeveiyperfeoiil^ltlivmabore; 
mmI cometh down irom thm Fitbbb or liobts ; with whom ii no wnMenenp 
aeicber shadow of turniag. 

Mr. Bagot, I hop«, it •atisfied with the farther aid which I an 
leading him to eatahlish hia first proposition. 1 venture to affirm, 
that I have placed it on an immoveable basis ; whence he himself 
with all his quibbles^ and all hid^sophistry, will not be able to shake 
k down ! 

I shall now direct yon to some — 

PAMAaBS WHEREIN THE ONE OOD IS EXPRESSLY DISTINGUISHED FROM 
OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST, IN SUCH A MANNER, THAT THE ALLEGED 
DEITY OF THE LATTER IS ENTIRELY EXCLUDED. 

I yesterday quoted MarIc x. l6, and 1 Tim. ii. 6, with some other 
texts, in support of this position. I shall now give you a few more 
passages, wnich doubtless Mr. Bagot will find as much to his purpose 
lis those already referred to. 

Matt. xxlv. 96. Of thtt day and hour kaoweth no man : no, not the angdf of 
heaven i but my Father onZy. 

The phrase, "my Father on/2("-^ahowing that the person to whom 
the knowledge of the day alluded to was confined, was the Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ — would, of itself, be sufficient to establish his 
exdaaioii from that knowledge, and consequently from Deity. But, 
to make assurance donbly sure, we read in the parallel passage : 

. M4mx xiii. 3i. Of that day and that hour knoweth no man ; no^ not the 
angels which are in heaven : neUker the Sen i but the Father ! 

Gteat, then, rs was the knowledge vouchsafed to Christ, for the 

Crposes of Divine Providence^-^^tid abundantly as he was quidified 
' the oVjects of his mission, by the wisdom and the grace wiTich 
were be^toived upon him,-^there were, it appears, some things whieh 
he cMd not know ; as he elsevtrhere expressly gays, there were some 
thtfigs whkh he todld not do. Whether this defkietcy in wisdom afid 
power is consistent with his supposed proper Deity, I leave it to the 
jndgflient of eandtd minds to detertnineft I put it to every one of 
yoo^-^I pat it to every honest and nnprejudieed nnderstandifllff, 
that is capable of forming an opinioli onifae subjeet,^-^wb€ther thi^ 
deficiency in knowledge be not ff^ed by the passage in^ Mark 

It Is of no consequence whethejp the day here tooken of, be the 
day of judgment, or that of his coming to destroy Je^nsakm^ It i^ 
no matter what the particular day and hour may have been : Christ 
says, there was a dtty emd «fi kowr of which he was ignorant. I^e 
ittfeirence against his proper Deity is plain and obvious. 

This text has long puzzled the asser tors of the doctrine of the '' Pro. 
per Deity of the Word ;'^ and many have been the quibbles^ and many 
the sophisnssy and abundant the wiredrawn deductions, to which they 
have nad recourse, in order to evade the foroe of this plain deelani- 
tion. Some have told us, that <anx I^rd apoke these woi^a not in 



hia diviBO, bat in Us hwnaa natw* ; aad that tbe tiow of thta avent, 

tkoufh oDkBewiito bimM iau>, wma p»fectljr wtH Vaawa ta him u 
God. Other TriDitwisna^-aiBaDg whom is Dr. Wardi^w — have 
percetTcd that Ihia snppoiitiaa ia perfsettjlnconaiatsDtwith the Ian. 
^ogs of Christ hiDMw,~who does aol once allude to any diatiDotion 
betvwn his divine and barBSH aatarea; but, as repoited by Matthew^ 
nsea the phrase, " ibe Falhei o*ly," which tacitlf exdndes bimnelf 
from the knanledge, as the words in Maxk do ezpTesBlj,-~and wbo 
pontively confines the posaeaaion of It sold; to tfae Father. Hot, 
then, does Dr. Wardlaw get over tfaa difficulty P He says, that 
Christ, as God, knew the time (as nndoufatedly he must have known 
it, if he were really God] ; Uit that be wu i^oranl of it in bis me- 
diatorial capacity : that is to say, it was not one of those tbin^ 
which, as Mediator, be was oommisaioned to teach. Let ns see how 
this criticism applies to the ten. " Of that day and that hour know- 
elh no man," says our Saviour ; that is to say, according to this hy- 
pothesis, — no man hat betn comtatuioiwif to reveal it. "No," adds 
our Lord, "not the angels which are ia heaven;" that is, the angels 
have not been commitsioned to teach it. " Neither the Son," conti- 
□Des our Saviour; which means that the Sim hat not betn commit- 
noiud to revtal it. " But TBe Father ;" which, on the explanation 
of Dr. Wardlaw, can only mean, that the Father has been eem- 
missioned to declare thai day ! And by whom was be commissioned ? 
Wbo ^ave his commission to the Father of oU ? Let this question 
be nnswered. But it will not ; for it cannot '. — Others again tell ns, 
that the word "know" is to be taken in a peculiar sense — that it 
means "to make known." Let us try this explanation also: "Of 
that day and hour knowelb no man ;" tb»t is, no man maketk it 
tnoiott; no, nor do " the angels in heaven" make it known; nof 
does "the Sob" make it known; "but the Father" makes it known— 
And where bos he given any information on the subject ? Let that 
qaestion be answered. It will not ; for it cannot ! Besides, as Fro. 
fessor Stuart of Aodover observes, although the verb yrpianta sune. 
times has the signification of declaring -as well as of knoteing; yet, in 
this passage, the verb is oT^, a derivative from iiiu, a distinct verb, 
which never occurs in this sensQ. Now, Mr, Stdart is professor in 
n C^vinislic seminary, and bis tract on tbe Deity of Christ was r^ 
published in this town in 1835; so that it can readily lie determined 
wbetbcr I am correct or not in the statement of his opinion. To 
state these qaibUes, is to refute them. 
Tbe last passage which I shall adduce on this occasion, la — 
Aen iv. 34. Aiidwfaai [tiM Apoatiei] heard Ibftt, Ibey lifted up their vdce to Ood 
«itk one acMni, uid mU : Loiil, tliBB ut God I * * [39.] And now, Lord, • ■ 
giBDt * * {30} that ligaa and voiidcrs m^ Iw done bj Iba nsiiie of tkg kalg 
child Jc(M. 

The God to whom Ibey prayed was tbe bnng, of whom Jesus was 
the holy child; that is lo say, God the Fatbbr. 

I have DOW but a short time unexpired, and I shall employ it to 
make one remark upon an aliosioD of Mr. Bagot's, which I intended 
to notice before this ; but, my min^ being more occupied with the 
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Iai>giMg« of Scriptare than with his, it escaped mj memory at the 
time. He asked, *'How can I reconcile it (o my conscience, to em. 
ploy and read in pablic worship, a version of the Scriptures, which" 
not "V alone— bat also Bishop Lowth and Dr. J. Pye Smith — 
'* have staled, abounds with gross and numberless errors P" To this 
Question I answer — that when any of those enors occur in the course of 
the lessons which I read, I correct them as I go on. I cannot help 
thanking Mr. Bagot, for his allusion to the situation which I hold as 
minister of a -church in which I am;tiot fettered by any ecclesiastical 
regulations, to prevent me from using any version that I may prefer, 
or making any alterations in it that may be necessary, in order to 
make the translation agree with the divine original. This was a 
most unfortunate allusion for Mr. Bagot; for it reminds us, that he 
belongs to a church, according to whose rules, he must not presume 
to refuse to read the version which is enjoined by superior authority, 
no matter what may be his opinion of its merit Tuough it appear 
to his own mind ever so inistaken, — though it be, in fact, ever so 
erroneous, he must not take it upon him to alter one word. LiUra 
scripia' manet / He must read it! 



Mr. bagot.— Before I proceed with my regular course of ar. 
gument, I am anxious, with feelings of the purest courtesy and kind- 
ness, to make a remark, in reference to some expressions which 
Mr. Porter has repeatedly used since the commencement of this 
discussion. He has been pleased to designate my arguments as 
wiredrawn quibbles and petty sophistries: I beg simply to. state to 
Mr. Porter, and to 4his meeting, that I^ at least, do not bold his 
intellectual powers in such supreme contempt, as to describe the 
arguments which he has advanced, by the epithets of " wire-drawn 
quibbles and petty sophistries.'' 

Mr. Porter has found fault with the observations which I felt it 
my duty to make, in reference to the terms in which he described 
the original manuscripts of Scripture. He has told you that he 
only alluded to M. SS. from which King James's translation was 
made, and not to the original of Scripture itself. But are not this 
uudience aware, that Mr. Porter has not the original of Scripture 
within his reach ; that the autographs of the Sacred writers are ' in 
the possession of none ; and that we must, therefore, be satisfied with 
the best copy which we can obtain, by a careful revision and collation 
of the several manuscripts to which we have access ? And Mr. Porter 
has failed to prove that the original, from which King James's trans- 
lation was made, " was mutilated, interpolated, and otherwise grossly 
corrupted.*' 

My commentary and remarks upon 1 Cor. viii. 4—6, have been 
met by a vague and general assertion, that I have been dealing in 
petty sophistries and quibbles. Liet Mr. Porter substantiate the cor., 
rectness of what he asserts. 

' Before I proceed further, I wish to produce a few more proofs in 
support of my first propositioni which says, ''There is one God, 



JefaoVab, ttha is God aIon«, f^ iM ctrtiH eiiildAeB of ttn ^itigeA 

i;odhead of every cteaAare." 'Fhese ttddttioiiKl prooh you will find 

fd GxoD. fx. 14 ; XV. f 1 ■ D£uT. iii. » ; Psalm Uxxix. 6, 6 ; Mai^ 

it. 10; JoHilf Viii. 41. In his remarks upon this last pusBge, Mr. 

Porter aimei, that the Jews cofisidered Rie Falber txeltuivelf to b« 

Ifee trOe God ; nimt inferred the corr^ctnMs of ibeir vrews from Hkt 

foci, tliat Christ Aever refiroved tbem as guilty of a nusapprehenaion 

in tbis pOTticutur. Nov, in reply to tfais, I beg to say, that I would 

just as soon rely upon liie authority of Mr. Porter, as npon the 

antbdriiy of tbe Jews ; for, in fact, it is of ao conseqneaee to eilber 

aide or tbe ar^tnent, wb^lber tb^ Jews recoTnised the Deity of 

Christ or Aot; becaA^e, as tbey did not recogfia* biB Messiosfaip, 

SDch a principe of reasoning would pror»e more Una Mi'. Porter 

Would be willing to allow : it wodld go the lenglb df proring, that be 

was not the promised Me'ssias. And as to the assertion, that Christ 

itW*r corrected the erroneous views which his connlrymen according 

to tbe flesb enteitntDed of lli^ peiHon, it is not bonie oat by fact ; as 

flic Siiv^our did', oA many Occasions, give plain intimatioiu of tbq 

Divinfty of biB persoii. Re dfd no(^ indeed, in plain and unqualified 

lenns, declare, in so many words, tbat be Was " tbe God of heaven 

adcf earth;" but be supplied the premises fVom Which an intel. 

If^itt,ili!nd coald draw the Cbncltision, tbat whilst he was perfect 

flia«, be was also _pferfect (ibd. He did not, I say, on all ow^sions; 

Openly and pubtiet^ appeal iti th^ streets of Jerosalem, prodainlng 

himself, in ibe pi'eSetide bf the Je#», as (be God' Of heaven and earth. 

He knew that tbete' «ere ibany tbiBgs which he had to commttDtule 

to' tbd people, which they could nUtyelbear. He knew that hid cAte/" 

eilipldyment, whilst apm tiarib; ftas to ginrify the Father, and that, 

#beii he hacT completed tbht work, the Father **oUld seiid tbd Spirit 

6) glorify bis Son ; atad, ncedrdlHgly, *e ftnd' the Spirit glorifyiii|( 

Christ iLs divine, by insbiring Paul to declare, thtit be is over all, 

bl^Bsed for evermore^tltat by him all things *ere created that ar* 

it heaven and that dre itl earth, and that by him all tbioqis coBStst; 

(rtrd by teBlifyiiig, as^ tlie belOved Ajjosile; de(iUred. that he is " thai 

tt^e God and eternal life ;" vud by several other declaralions of tbe 

SaViQDr^B Deity; wbitib'Z aifniliefed iil argUineiit: yesierdsiy, and ioi 

*bich Ml'. P'orter ha? ftbr, iti asingleibatMiee, replied. Abd do ^lia 

ask ib^ reSISon why Christ did not thus directly announce his Deity f 

The an^er is easy. To do do Would hbvti frublrVt^d the grand object 

df bis mission ; for "had hl^ i»> Dnlry in ed known him, they would not 

haves Crucified the Lord of glory." Bdl it' was orraHgM in the cotin.- 

dls of b^aveii, befbte tbe sun disclosed, by bis uew'-borii splendonr, 

tbfelovelinessand beaniy of lb is' terrestrial creatiotl, tbat the Saviour 

AoHltf be adhered, by the detertn'thUte^uncll and foreknowledge of 

God, blto wicked hands, to tie crtibifitd and slaiti ; tbM thereby he' 

might m^e hib soul an oHiiritag fdr sib<, bis body' a sacrifide for' 

l^Sgtt^sslOn ; in order that; by virtue <if such an atonemeiit, God 

mi^t display biinself tti'theih^lligent creaiiod ajT just, aocl aB ih« 

jblUfiei^ of ttffe ahg6dty thae belitVtth fo Jesni. 

Votr will iriQ anoThe^ pi'bof of ^ firbt {livpoMioit in MaIT. 
rf.46; S8, add 30.-^1 wish'to'iriake a r«Ut^k up*o the prindple of 
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reasoliiiDf'wIikh Mr. Porter. applMl to. this passage of Scripture. I^e 
<»fl|{jared the 2(6>ib jverse, in which it is said, ihat^the "Father feedeth 
the fowls of ibe air/' with the 30lh verse, in which the same work of 
providence is attriboted to '' God;*' and from a comparison of tbe 
l#o^ be inferred the Deity of the Father. Now, Mr. Porter's use of 
this principle recognises ancl sanctions my mode of reasoning yester- 
day, in proving the Deity of the Son. I quoted many passages in 
wmcb difine works and prerogatives are ascribed to Goa, and com- 
pared them with others in which the very same divine works and 
prerogatives are ascribed to CArtf/^ and thence inferred the trpe Deity 
of Christ ; and I have now the. judgment of Mr. Porier, giving a clear 
decision ia favouo^of the legitimacy of this plan of reasoning. 
- Mr.' Piftter advaQced Lyss x. ai^ as a proof of the true peity 
of the Rather. I again say, that I fully admit the validity of bi9 
reasoning from this and other passages, which he has quoted a^ 
proofs of the D<jity of the Father. For do you sijippose th^t.it is 
necessary for me to deny the Deity of the Father, as pretiminary a^d 
preparatory to proving the Deity of the Son? lasjspme and bold the 
Deity of the Father : it still remains with Mr. Porter to advance bia 
proofs, that the YdXh^t ex4ilusively is God. 

. The next passage to which be referred was John iv., 23, 24: 
^The hour €ometb> and now is, wh^n the true wor6)npj)ers shaU 
iforship the Father inepirit and in truth; for the Father sfetetlti sucTi 
toitvorship him. God is a spirit; and they that worship him mu^t 
worship him in spirit and in troth." — In the course of his n^marks 
upon this passage, Mr. Porter asked if I could produce a similar 
declaration in ref^renpe to the Son. I answer at once, that I wi]l 
produce a passage which, upon hi$ principles, is , of infinitely bigb^, 
aatbority. He believes that Christ is a cr^a^rf being, however nigh 
ksmay regard him in capacity, nature, or knowledge ; and that the 
Father exclusively is the one uncreated Gp4 : in his estimation, 
tberefojce, the authority of the Father piist be inj^ni^^/^ more binding 
than that of the Son, who speaks in the ,above announcement, to th^ 
wbman of Samaria ; but the Father hs^s recorded his inviolable com^^ 
mand, in reference to the Son, in I^eb. i. 6, *'3^et all the apgels pf 
God worship him" («rj9o<rxuvjjtfarw^ay odtr^). In reply to. Mr. Porter's 
additional remarks i:^pon this p^^sage, 1 beg to remind hitn^.tbat Christ 
does not sny, that tb.e "true worshippers shall worship the Father 
«i/y.^'r^Tbe word "pnly" dpes not occur in the passage. Ini^QX^ 
this ;text defines part of the ChricTtian doctrine^ in reference to 
Christian worship, ^u( no^ a//; and Mr. Porter, by supposing 
that it does reveal tb^tc^Ajo/f mind of the Spirit, in reference to the, 
object of worship, cast8,.V7 ^i^ticipation, a chargt? of' idpli|i.U:y uppn, 
the dying prayer of Stephen,, which he offered up when full of the 
Hply Gbo$it ; And; upon the qonduct of Paul, in thrice praying to 
Christ, a^ recorded iu ^ CoR.,xii. 8. Heeyen castas an unputati^ii of , 
teaching idolatry against the Father bims^]^^ wHen be said, " |jet all 
the: angels of God iforsbip the Soi^;;'Viaiid be slainps t^6? iiir. 
press of blasphemous idolatry^ upon;lhe yeryf^ngels tl^e^sdves j fpjpj 
they are represented. ii>- Scripture, a!^ wpi?jdbipping; phni^t j^ J^ ^.Pf^- ^ 
dent from Isa. wi. 1-^3, cpn>pare4,iy.4tji J^^ yfhicb pirqicf , 
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fbat iheProplietspofeof ChriBi; ruid if any mora prdof be desired, 
I refer to Rbv. r. 14, where the four and twenty eidera are repre- 
sented as worabipping God and the Lamb. ' 
Mr. Porter next referred to John vL 4S, 46, and argued that 
because the terms "God" and "Father" are indifferently usedlo 
express the same person in these two verses, that, therefore, the 
Father is God. I admit, at tmce, the conclusiveness of the reasoning 
asproviilg the Deity of the Father. 

' Mr. Porter next advanced some paBsagea, in which he aBserte.d, 
that God the' Father was spoken of so tthlinclly frota Christ, as 
necessarily lo prove the Deity of the Father exclusively, and to Con- 
tradict altogether the Deify of the Son. Now, in reply to this ar^ju- 
itieot, I shflJl advance some texts in which the Father is spoken of 
f0 distinctly from God, as, if this principle of reaBOniug were valid. 
Would prove that the Father is not God. For instance, iu Gal. i. 4- 
weread, "according to the will of God and our Father" (miJ @ii>Z 
Tcdi Tlar^hg TifiHf); in Pmi,. iv. 20^ "Now onto God and out Faiher" 
(ry & 0e^ Kal TIarj/ ri/^m) ; in CoL. iii. 17, " Giving thanks to God 
and the Father" {t!i-/apgnSyrti rf Ge^ xal Ilaj-f/) ; in 1 Thess, i. 3:. 
"in the aighl of God and our Father" {l/iviBaSiv rev ©roy xai TXitr^s 
iliuei); in 1 Thess. iii. 11, "Now God himself (iflrfourFa[her"(aSriE 
* 3 ©rij xa/ Ilarjjj jiimji) ; and in James i. 27, " Before God and the 
Father" (^rctfct -nZ 0ew xa.i Xlax^i). — Now, in each of these instances, 
and in many olbers, the Father is spoken of so distinctly, in the 
phraseology of each passage, from the word "God," as would, u^on 
Sir. Porter's principle of reasoning, prove that the Father is not God ; 
but 1 merely advance these examples, to illustrate the futility of the 
priUcipleB upon which he has been reasoning, and in order lo have 
the opporliinity of making this general remark, — thai I can produce 
araummtt againit Ae Deily of the Father, equally plausible mth t^gie 
vinich hi whjanCes againil the Deity of the Son. 

•Mr. Porter has sAid agreal deal about Christ's riot knovfin(f (life 
day of judgment, and has expended a conaiderable portion of Mi 
lim^ in Gommentti^ upon the interpretations which Dr. Wj^BDi^JtW; 
aiid Mr. STOiRT,"of Aoddver, have given of MaIik xiii, 32; hliV'I 
consider all that be Batd'as ibtally irrelevant, ai'_A« viai im^i^ing 
explanations tnhieh Jnener adoanced. One woald' suppose, that Mr. 
Porter eaine here to'argne With Dr. Wardlsw aftd Mr. StdaRt— 
not wtthme. ' Wblit'havel to do With Dr.WAKbLAW's- ihtei-preta- 
lioti ? He is not my bishop ; nor am I bound to identify myjadg- 
lAeDt with his. I(; however,' Mr. Porter wishes for a few months* 
occupalion wbHi- this' discussion Is over, let him sit down and write 
an answer to Dr. WahdLaWs Sermons on the Doctrine of lUe 
Trinily^ or to Mr. Stuart's work, to which he has also alluded: 
Aaineitfaer Mr. Stuart's work on the D^ty 6P Christ, nor Dr. 
Wakslaw'b last edition, have ae yet been answered, it might be 
W«rtb hla while to prepare a reply to tbfem. I now, however, declare 
that 1 will BOt advance any interpretation of Mark xiii. 32, until 
iit. Porter shall have explained for me Rev. xix. 12, whi<ih asserts, 
thatOhrist "had a;namer written, which no one (<iuifi«] knew but hi 
!■ '■ '--■ ,\ytal"I wish to knc^w is, how will hereconcilethiidecla- 
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f^ion with lb« omn^pif^e of ifee Ji|^|i«ir P Ai imn m k^ ^Ml r<r^ 
n^e Q( satisfi^tpry spli^tiop of ih\§ 4i#<?°Uy> I sb^ll ^hw f^ply to Ih^ 
argument whicb he bas advapcejc| ^^i|i9t tbe omiii8jPi«;np§ of t^9 
&^ from Af ARK xiii. 3^ ; h| ^l^^lji i|L is $»jid» - Qf tbat d(^y fin4 l)iat 
ppiK kaovTctb no m^n ; no, not t^eapg^ls wbipb %r^ ip h^vep ; jKe\r 
iher the ^pp, but |he FWb^-'' A^ tp Qi^. WAHPLiiw'a apd i/it. 
Stuart's iptprpretatippt of thj* ppsa^e, I rftjeplt Jhepi bplh- Tb»* 
declaration may be considered prcspmptiop pp ipy pi^rt ; ]t>ut } Qfi9pp( 
hdp it. I wopld g\ye a differ^at one, a^^ yfiil ^q sp pj9 9opQ as 
iflr. Porter sbfill ansi^ei? ppy que^tipp in r^fi^i^pe to |hp text in 
B*v. ^ix. 12. 
Mr. Porter nei^t quot^ AcT9 iv. 24 t^B4 27, ip prder tP pfP^iP 

{)^e Deity of tbe Father. Tbi? passs^ge Fei^d^ thus : -^ A^d whpn tbejr 
leard that, they lifted up their ypice tp God witb pup tM^PPfi^y i^i)4 
miid, }joi^f thpu art God, wbipb h^st n^tide beayep and i^^r'tb^ Rp4 
the sea. am) aU that in thpm is. ^ ^ ** fpr pf a truth against thy bply 
child Je^us, whopa |hou haat (inotpledji ^pth, l{ejrp(i ppd Ppptip^ 
Palate, with the Qpptiles apd the ppop]^ pf Israel, ^^re gathered tPr 
getter. "7- }Ii3 l^^g^^ept ppppthis je^ism^^^ wa9 this^ th^t sipce Christ 
is here styled th^ Hply Child pf Qod, bis Fnik^r must p^c^ssarily be 
God. I fee) ipp^b pbUgied to hiw ftir this argumppt mA for the prjeci- 
pVe upon which it 19 baiied ^ and ^iH '^pply ^ K9. ^ f^MSi^^g^ whiph JQll 
wUl find in ItVW i. 3^, ip whi<>h the apgeVlfi reprfssepte^ f^s p^yipgr 
to Wary, ^'The Holy Qha^t shall com^ ppop th^e, f^nd thf! ppwer pf 
the Highest ahaU pv^rsbadpw tbep : ih^refor^ Bi\m that hply thipg 
which shall hp bppn pf thee 9haU \^ called % S(in ^Goiif Ip thvi 
paf(^age the Bply Ghost H repi«$i9pt^4 a» thp Fat^her of t^ip gpp pf 
Gpcj ; therefor?, the Holy Ghost is Qad ; m^j. t^be^efpi^, Mi?* Pp0ef 
h^ sppplied n^f{ with an ^rgup^ept far the Peity pf t|;ip Hply (S^bostt 
^p tbe copffie pf bis la»t i^p^ob, Rlr. Fprt^ff ipfpr^we^ pn that 
whenever he rises in this M^et^pg-hptusp tp r^ t)N ^flptpre^^ b^ 
alifajf ^ireqts the at^Wtipp pf bift hea^B^rf tp. i^ny Qr<rpr^ ip the ^m. 
Pftpn V^^l^t^pn, m^ explaiP^ th^ pi^awigw. ip wbiphi tbpjr ppcpr, *<Jr 
cording to the prigipaL X wopld peg. tbepi tp p^ \^m, dpea h^ 
powct Ihp mif tfapftlatipR which po^ura ip thp Wte? clii^u^e pf Jfefti^ 
y. 19, " S'or wb^t thing? soey ^ th^ iF^thj^r dpipth, th^9 dp^t tbp 
Sop liJ^ewise'Y iDipi^a be in^or:^^ hia qppgr^s^tipp, ^b^t thp WPr4 
"th^^'- 9hppld pq^ra ppfreptly Ipe f ^ndeied "^ tb^ sapie/-^ and ^ha^t 
Ih^f^y the ideptiity of pp^ra^t^p hptw«e« thPi yatbw cvPi4 Son 
wQpJd bp stated ip more expK«A9 apd eippj^^tie ^rmii^ if this cprfpcw 
tipp w^e iptrpduped into Kh^ English ^tP I wopld> i^tP beg t^ 
^^, If hei^ be read^ tb^ passage in IJi^a. i. 3« ii^ vhi^h Chri9t is de.. 
scribed as " pphoWipg all thipga by thiP WPT^ pf hfe ppwer," dP^s fee 
cprrect the mi^traj^plptipp ip tfeifl text, by ftptipjgk that the wcvd 
*'Aits" s^ppid h0 t^nslated *rhi9^ ^irp;" sp ^^t thjs. pfts^age^ rr^pre- 
spnt?. Christ as *^ upholding all thipgsby tb^ word of A&oiw ppwe.r>^ 
therpby contradicting the pption, that Christ W4MS| only i^vest^d! wMb 
p <feriv0(t m^ 4eUffif>Ud ability P Anc^ if it i^. here p^sei^edi tt#t 
Christ "uphplds all things by the M'ord qfUis^tM^n ppwer/': I WPuJd 
iii^e Mr. 7pi;t:er io^ e?(ert hi$ intelJj^Qtpal ppwer9.of calcalaftioo^ io 
prd^ to asjcertain the height aud depths «pd lengtbi and bree^ht fd 



itwt ^iRiighty ponvr wbfdi can vtd dses ofixAA ttU thia^ t QoaiA 
ft finife p(>wfir uphold oU Ihingt 7 Sur^y not I ukt Uwb, dinv 
Af r. Poiter oorrect ibis miMraOBtAtioB. a»d (ell big c9iiKI>eR»tJ0R UmI 
phivt qpboMvall (bin» l^ ihe word of Aii ottm pon^? AjhI I 
wovfci hsre odd, thqt I ]re«4 this paaMga MCQtdiog to GsffSBAca'* 
receded >«K^ ifhlob ve bnviB botb admUtcdi M you wiU see by refer* 
mg (q tbt) printed definitian of ibe Mandtwd. 

A| I ^g not wish to t<&ve an; arenment of Mr. Poctcr'a Dilan* 
fHfRivii, 1 «bqll now rcreK to bia epe«cb of yetterdity, ia whioh he 

fijQtpii JflpH. if. a. 6, in order to proi4 tbe esclutive P^y of llw 
»lh0r tf^fuftva'y. The psawge Is as follow*} "Tbieiiv is oneLord; 
one J«itb. one Uaptisni. one God and Father of k11> v^ is atWTQ aU, 
MPd throagh all, vd (O you nlL" Upon this psisttge, I beg to make 
t^f fftHowing nmaiks : 

{I.) Tbe term "Father" is here nsed, not to designate merely ihe 
FtiAer perBonally, but as a generd title of the Supreme Being, whe^ 
ther BUbsisting in one or in three persons. And to prove this, f do 
Hot require tbe advantage of a peMio mrineipii ; for the words which 
stand in connexion with the word " Father," clearly show that this 
is its import in tbe passage ; " One God and Father of all, kjAu w 
ebevt all, and thtwffh all, and in yow all.''' 

(8.} Even Bdmit^iDfT that Ifae terra " Father," in this text, is to be 
understood of tlu Father pertoitalli/, stltl I a^ne that tbe expreseloK 
<■ one God/' which precedes it, cannot exclude or contradict the 
Deity of the Son ; or else, on the same principle, the expression 
*'ane Spirit" in tho 4th verse, and "one Lord" in tbe fit^ verse, 
would excInJe the Father from being either "Lord" rif "Spirit;" 
though he is elsewhere in Scripture designated by both of these 
titles. So that Mr. Porter's plan of argnlng from the us« of the eXr 
elusive term " one," ss contradicting the inclusion of the Son in the 
6odhead> must at the same time bvertom the Lordship and doipinioA 
ef the Falf^¥; and, if applied in both cases, will golar to r^resent 
the BiUe as a system or Atheism.. 

fS.) Adinft^g, aho, that tbe expressions "one QjJd mid Fhther 
of aU,"' rel^r to A« Father p«VonaHy, yet we find that every attri. 
bute which, in that view of the passage, is ascribed to the Father, ift 
«{(fWi^rA ^t^bed lo the So* ;■ W. in JqW iii- 31, it is sajd of Christ, 
'•9e tha.! com^tb fiom aboTe. i* abaee all,-" in Kov. ix, 5, he is 
«tsle<), Cfo^J ever nil, h1es«e4 tot evennore ;'' in Cdl; i. 17, it is air 
sifttiful that, " hy him all tii»g» cantitt i" and, in Heb. i. 3, that he 
" apholds all things by the word of his own power.'' 

Anothev paapage addHced by Mr. Fortw yesfetitoy, in oppwitjon 
tothf»Dsity of Christ, ocean tn Matt. x\s. 16, 17 1 "Atto behold 
one oave, and siid unto hinu Goodl Master^ what gooi^ thing aWl I 
do, that I may baye eternal life J Asd he said unto him. Why 
oallest thiou me good ? there is none good bat one. that is God." 
Now, in repliy to hik argunents frooa thist passage, ] beg to restaik, 
th«l in readinfp tl. we should lay the emphasis on th« word "why," ■ 
and lot on the word " me ;" for the object of Christ was to aseertein 
wbti TWWft thi young man entettained of his pensoD and chaiacteE.; 
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and fer this reason he prbpoK^ tlhe question, ^'WkycMe^Vihou-tae 
goad?** 6tc, AM, in fact, there is no denial of his Deit]^lhere, on 
Ibe^part of Christ, unless on elHpsis be fnserted in the text, so as' to 
reU^lt thus :'* Why ciBdle^t thou me gdiod P I am not yood:''iheri 
i8^»dne good but otk^, that is God ;'*'— or th^s : <' Why call^st thou 
mei good P thiara is none good but* one*/ that is God, dni i am Hot 
God." But I do not want to add to the Word of God. I am sati^ 
fied with that retelation which God has imphWed, and which is all 
that ^nbw remains of his anciisnt converse with man. I i,to! satisfied 
to rest my iSaith upon that Book, the origin of which I do no^ attHJ 
bute tO'the unaided intellects of Prophets, Eyangelists, and Apfos^ 
tiles; but which I believe to be one conrpaet composition/ which htis 
God ibr its author, troth for its subject matter, and the saltation 6f 
man for its great and sublime consummation^^a salii<atidn'w4itch it 
was not unworthy of Deity to stopp to accomplish « The' object of 
Christ, then, in proposing ibis question, was^ as X said, to ascertain 
what views the inquirer held regarding him ; whether he really be^ 
liieved that he was, en tilled to the designation " good;*' or whether 
the young man had accosted him merely in tfie Ij^nguage of flattery 
and coiqpliment, with which the Jews in geperol were accu^ton^ed 
to address the doctors of the law. But thi^ passage is alleged to prove 
thatCbrist is not God. A? well might we argue, that, when Christ 
proposes the question, ''If David then call him lior^/howis ^ejiis 
Son," it was the , Saviour's object to disclaim the apellatio^cof 
'* David's Lord'* (for both these passages begin with the i^amejinf- 
terrogatory form), whilst the Spripturesasisert, that he is th^^Qot 
and, pffi^pring of David. . : ' ■ :. v 

. J^^t: as, I .l?ave referred to the declaration of Christ, "I ^m the 
root jkx^^ o^spring .of Davic^," I would wish to know how a created 
Veii^g pquld pejthe " roo^** iropi which David sprung P-^—apd how,. at 
ihe 8a];ne tiispe,, he could bejthe "offspring"' which sf^rpngiifrom 
David? . Surely Cjirist must have been the rp^f of Dayi4;bj vlti^tipiQ 
of his Godhead, by which he gave birth not merely to n^vi4, bpt.ilK^ 
4iU thft wollmpon the surface of the earth ; and heipius^il^^v^ been 
.^^ ^</?Htty of Dayidy hy virtue, of that; humanity which h^iassiiinfd 
,in qi;c|ef to eiji^le }iim ip make his somI a^) offerings for sinjjif ... ',;r«t 

Mr.' Porter also refdrted to John xvH. 3, als a proof of HbW^i: 
dusive Deity of the Father eidusively : " An4 this is Jifi^'eterja^i; 
that they may ktoow thee, the oflly true God, and Jesus Christ,' jivhim 
thou hast stent." In reply'to his argument from this pa^sagi^^ll fcc&ke 
the following reniark^: ■' ^ ^' t ; ; di » >('.! • 

(l.)<;Qod is frequently stjfkd the ^' true God," in opposition to 
gbds falsely so called (as In ' 1 Ghron. x^. 3; 8; Jba; -ii^lO, 
I 'Fhbss. i. 9) ; and as the Father is Goid, he is, of cburse, Che true 
Gotf, and the oniy true^God • for surely Mr. Pxn-ier does not dkkfAt 
to dsnyihe true Deity of the FatJier, as a preiiminary to proving -ihig 
Deity >of the Sod, Thar, indeed, wbuld be corioos logic. ' 

(5^;) It is monifest also'fi'om the construction of the pussi^, 
4bat the Father Is called •'God," not in bppositton to a pluValiiyitff 
)>i^r!5afMi but invoppoeition to a^plurality of ^ocf^,^ Cor the t»»rdf 4re 



aatos.fi^m rh a}iiitaii> ■ &iii ^AifiK only the tune Qui), but la rii /tlio* 
A}.n^iri>.- &iiv (thee ibe only tcoe God), the, exclusive particle ftiiw 
(oaiy)iiot being coanected with the word m (thee), but with the 
adjective dXtjiitit (true); which construclioD ahowa, that (be Deity of 
ihe Father is the "only true" Deity.JuBtas I believe that the Deity 
•jf the Sou is the " only trae" Deity, for be ia the trueGod and eter- 
nal life; IJoBN V. SO. 

(3.) The Son ia not distinguished from the Father, in ibia pas' 
sage, in reference to his higher nature^ but in reference to his mtdU 
atorial office, as is evident from the slrocture of the aenteocej 
" JesQB Christ, whom thou htul sent ;'' and also from this, that thi> 
passage is part of a prayer whicb Christ offered up as tbe High 
iVtM' of one profession. 

(4.) Although Christ speaks of himself here in his official ehft. 
racier, atill thece is an index in the passage, directing our minds to 
a higher contemplation ot his nature ; for the knowledge of him. i« 
placed on a perfect equality with the knowledge of the Father,, aa 
the germ and principle of eternal life; and the same Apostle elae^ 
where defines what this higher nature is, where he aaya of Christ, 
"This is tbe true God apd eternal Ji/e.'' 

This passage, therefore, only goes /ar. enough to prove tbe at- 
c/xw0» rrom.Deity of all false gods, but not far enough to contra, 
dk^ the inclusion of tbe. Soa in the one Deity of the fiible. 
' He next qooled Matt, xiil 50, in order to prove the excliisive 
Deity of the' Father eiclusively : "For whosoever shall do the will 
of my FAfher wh^cb is in hetivcn, the same Is my brother, and sistef, 
and motbef."— Bui, in order to phow that there is iiolTiitig referred 
to the Father here, whicb is peculiar to him to the exclusion of the 
Son, I refer to John iiii 13, in which Christ asserts that he was " in 
heaven," while he was conversing vtitb Nicodemus upon earlh; and 
to JdHU'^iV. 15, In i*hkb Jie'directa bis disciples to do' his will, by' 
saytiig;, ''Keep my cbmmandmeQiS,'* 

That.oorSa,viour directed, hia dijovplca^to, pray to,the Fttther^ 
when he prescribed for.ibeir use that form wbicb t» called the Lord's 
Prayer, is a fact wbicb I readily concede; but I maintain, that he 
did not direct th^m .to pray to>jthe FMher only., What i^ the. mean.. 
ing of,lbtt word "father" in this pt»yer? I conaider it to.be a de- 
aignation of tbe Divine Benpg.&s om' Father, Creator,, and Pr^aerver.. 
But does not M[r. Porter pray to, the Father, through the mediation 
of the Lord J'esits Christ? Iret him.Ioolc,'tben,.to the Lord's P^ayer^ 
and will he find the slightest direction to pray through a medJAlor>P,. 
Therefore, hia argutpftlit derived ffomitbia piayer,,!^inat pAtyiag A>' 
Christ, would equally co^trpid let the doctrjnfi of praying :tAm)i^A 
Christ as Mediator ; since, as I said, there is no allusion whatever in 
the Lord's Prayer to a mediator. Bat it i§ very easy to show, that 
evexyclauae in the .Lord's Pray^ ia fppliQfhbte to Christ. -For;)}!- 
sioDce:. (le ia "our Father," in, the sense: of CreaUKaod, Preserver. 
{<?flL. i, (6,17); V was 'fiaheaven" as to his diviiie, nature, atthe 
li(n<f wbei)the prescrihe/l, lliis^Xorm (JoqH iii.;13J; his name ia to, he, 
"hallowaj," wr .".fit ^&.aaine-,ot%Je&u*- every, kpp^isbouW. bow"-: 
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(PaiL. ii. 10)% Hi9 kiBgclodi la spoken of rep^atedhf in ilie Nc^ 
Tettanneitty as the object of hofie and etpeietattoft to his people ; tOid, 
a urc examine the other parts of this prayer, iim can easily tarHve tt 
the condosion, that eve^ douse of it is as afliplicable' to' (he ^on as 
to the Faither. 

Mr. Porter qaoted Matt, xviii. 19 : " If two of y6u shall agree 
on earth touching any thing they shall ask, it shall be done for them 
of my Father which is in heaven ;'' and he challenged me to produce 
ft similar declaration in reference to the Son. I willingly accept the 
challenge; and refer him to John xiv. 14, in which Christ says, ^'H 
ye shall ask any thing In my name, / fi4tl do it,** And I would here 
remark this general observaation, that whoiever principle Mr. Poiter 
advances, in opposition to the Deity of the Son, e^mth} nhiHiates 
ayavMt tks Deity of ike Father; a»d that I can advance equal'ly de. 
ctsiire proofs for the Dieity of the Son, as those which he brings fot- 
want in support of the Deity of the Fath*er. Atd I Wodld af^o 
remmrky than Mr. Portieres arguments hi^e been ib^d^d opoh an 
aasumptioD, that I believe in the ex^isCence of iw& G6de; Wh^rei^, my 
seconcf proposition asserts, that Chrfst ''possessed the sime etertiity, 
knowledge, power, authority, prerogfativesT, and' Chd^ef^d With the 
Father, and is ofie witii him in a^' attributes:'' Lei Mr. Potter, then, 
admst the Deity of the Son, or let fatm detify the Deityef the Father. 
Upon his principles ef reaaoiring, tftere fs< ifo oiher alternative: He* 
has but this option : let him at dnoe represent the Bible as a system 
of Atheism, or let him admit the doctrine of the Deity of Christ* 

His next quotation was the prxiver of our Saviour, recorded in 
Matt. xxvi. 39: '^O my Father, if it be possible, iet this cup pa8» 
from me: nevertheless, not as I will» but as tliou wilt'' But th^t 
petition, which Christ offered up in the " days of his fiesh;\ affords* 
no objection against his Deity ; but is simply a proof of the purey 
unspotted, and immaculate holiness of his character. Every person^ 
will recoil from sufferings which are the consequence of sio, in pro. 
portion to the holiness of character which he possesses. Oh this 
priaioiple, when Christ Was approaching the hour Of hi^ehdmring that 
<?hfMitisemenit which was rendered^ necessary by ti^e sinfs of his pe<^le, 
the moral' purity of his nature naturally shrunk back frori^ the aWftiV 
and tremendous inflictiom A»d^ ooikld^ w« ixA^^ne the Father to 
have been manifest in the flesh in the same seidse^ as* the Sd^ wa«^ 
be would, upon this principle, have shrunk back from the sdme suf. 
ferings; considered as the consequence of stta. Nor has the Son less 
holin<ei^ of nature than the Father; fbr tbe aiig^U in glory veil theii:' 
f^ces ilk obsequious homage before the throne of the imtnaculatte' 
J«sn8, whilst they cry one to another, "Holy, hofly, holy, is the Lord' 
of hosts; the whole ecurtfa is ftill of bis glory.'' 



Mr. PORfrER.-^Many of the ptieretetit auditory ar* too #^11 ad: 
qttoittted' with myself and my senttm^iitsi to r(&?quiH5 that I s^lOttlji 
vindicate ^my^elf from the supposition of knowingly or WillinjflV 
ehhei^ doin^^ or saying any thing that could by poiBsibilit jr bring tlfe' 
Scri|]^ul<eir oftrnth into contempt, or diiikinisfa their ant^oHty, suiii 
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rale of faith and a gnide orconduL-l. But there are others, to whom 
X may not be so well known ; and who may perhaps reqaire, in 
order to remove misconception from their mindj, tliat I should thus 
pablicly and explicitly declare, that in those opinions which Mr, 
Bagot has pronounced reapecting the excellence and value of tha 
Sacred Scriptures, I entirely and cordially concur. Neither is this 
principle peculiar to myself, as a member of the sect or parly to 
which it is my honour and happiness to belong : my fellow Unita- 
rians, without exception, so far as tfaey are known to me, share in 
the same sentiments. Let me remind such of you as know it, and 
inform such of you os know it not, that the very words in which Mr. 
Bagot has expressed his admiration of the Scriptures, are taken from 
a Unitarian writer. In the presence of so manv illustrious persons, 
BO highly distinguished not only for rank, but for inteltectuij attain- 
ments, it is possible that Mr. Bagot may have forgotten the source 
from which this (Quotation was drawn : but I will remind him of thg 
person ; a man of some distinction in his day, though, we may well 
floppoae, not of so much consequence, that his name should dwell in 
Mr. Bagot'a memory. It was a certain John Locke, a Unitarian, 
who said, that the Bible had " God for its author, salvation for its 
end, and truth without any mixture of error for its matter.'' Those 
who concur with Locke in other points, agree with bim also in 
this. 

There are some other observations of Mr. Bagot'a, to which I shall 
dllude. And, first, I shall answer the question which he proposed to 
me, in asking how I explain that passage which occurs in Rev. six. 12: 
" He had a name ttritlen that no man knew, but he kir/tse^." I reply, 
that I explain the verse exactly in the same way as King James' 
translators, who were all orthodox men — strenuous Trinitarians every 
one— I believe most of them decided' Calvinists. How did ihey un- 
derstand the passage P Did they interpret it in Mr. Bagot'a sense? 
No; for (hey translated it differently from him, and in a way which 
every Greek scholar will agree that it readily admits. 

Mr. Bagot says, that he is not one of those who wish to add to the 
word of God. I am happy to hear it; fori think I remember one in. 
stance, in which he showed a disposition to do so : —I allude lo bis un- 
bappy reference to 1 John v. 7. It is well for Mr Bagot that be wan 
not Bome unfortunate Unitarian, who quoted such a passage as ibis. 
Hod he belonged to that sect every where spoken against, and had 
be plit forward in thai cause, to prove his po><ition9 or to support his 
statements, texts which are ^ross, and manifest, and acknowledged 
forgeries, — oh how the tones of astonishment would have thundered 
from the pulpit, and resounded on the platform ; and how the notes 
of exclamation would have bristled in the printed page ! We should 
then have heard a great deal about adding to the word of God ; and 
We should have been reminded of a passage in that book of RevbiA- 
TiONS, of which Mr. Bagot is so fond, where it is written, in chap, 
xxii. 18— 

tot I teEtily onto every mao that heareth the ward] of Ibe pro^thecy of ttiis book, — 
if any man shall odd unto tbcsc th iags, God sball add unto tiim the plagues that are 
written in this book! __ 
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I appeal to those \i^bo know the gtate of the controveray, ati4 
the planner in which it has hitherto been carried on, if the re^ulta I 
have here stated would not, in the case supposed, have been fully 
realized. 

But Mr. Bag;ot has not only come forward as a theologian : he 
must also try his hand at criticism ; and the first-fruits of his efforts 
are, that the word " Father," when applied to the Supreme Being, 
means Creator, The criticism, however, will scarcely answer his 
purpo9e; for there is mention in Scripture of the *' Godand^kTBSVL 
of our Lord Jesus Christ." You will remember that he has put it tp 
me, to produce Scripture proofs that Christ has a Creator ;— proofs 
which I shall furnisn in their due time. Meanwhile, it is manifest, 
on his own showing, that if there is a God and Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, there must be one who is his Creator. What opinion 
Mr. Bagot has formed of th^ understanding of bis auditory, I know 
not ; but I should think myself guilty of not only treating the word 
of God with disrespect, but your intellects with contempt, if I came 
forward to tell you that every word of the Lord's Prayer applies to 
the Lord Jesus Christ. This was a prayer, which Christ himself 
taught his disciples ; — this was a prayer which he with his own lips 
dictated to his disciples, and addressed expressly to the Father; 
and yet Mr. Bagot says, that every word of that prayer applies to 
himself ! 

I shall not further follow Mr. Bagot into those criticisms to 
which he had recourse; for indeed it is unnecessary. You haye had 
different specimens of this sort from him ; but I mean not further to 
expose them. If there be a mind so constituted, as tP iips^gine 
that Scripture ought to be explained io this way, — a way which 
would make its declarations mean any thing, or nothing,— that mind 
is of such a nature, that I should address myself to it in vain. With 
that mind, I have no common principle ; and my most strenuous 
exertions would fail to jjroduce conviction. I hope, however, you 
do not suppose that I pass over the remarks of Mr. Bagot, because 
I cannot answer them. I pass them over for a different reason ; 
because I am not afraid of their result on any reflecting mind. And 
now I turn from criticism, so called ; now I turn from explanations of 
the Lord's Prayer, such as you have heard; and from interpretations 
which make Christ's words, " if you ask any thing in my name,** mean, 
" you shall ask me,*' — to the plain teaching of God's word, by which 
alone this question must be decided. I was quoting some texts, 
wherein ithe one God is expressly distiftyuished from the Lord Jesus 
Christ, in such a manner, that the alleged Deity of the latter is entirely 
excluded. In addition to the proofs already brought forward, I shall 
now refer you to — 

,r Rom. XV. 6, 6. Now the God of 'patience and consolation grant you to be likemind^ 
one toward another, according to Christ Jesus; that ye may, with one mind and on« 
mouth, glorify God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. ^ 

I do not care whether you adopt Mr. Bagot's criticism, and eall 
it " God, even the Creator of our Lord Jesus Christ" or allow the 
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frords fo stand iis'lbey are : tliere fs*a pTMn digOnctifin belween '' God" 
and our Saviour, to the entire excliAton of the latter from Deity. 
Agaia I shall refer you to — 

r Lord JesDs CiirisI^ 

r Lord Jesus Christ vho la 

These sentiments are mine. I bow my knee, with the Apostle, to the 
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. 1 ono, with [he Apostle, 
that be had a God and Fal/ier. I believe the express testimony of 
Scripture on the subject. I receive it in its plain, simple, obvious 
sense and meaning. I leave it to olhers who believe in creeds, to 
pnzzle ihemselres with essences, subsistences, faypoetaseE, and plu- 
tality of jiiersons, distinctions, or somewhats ! My creed requires 
no Each aide> It is that indicated by the Scripture phraseology 
in— 



And ia Epq. i, 17. [In my prayers] tbat IBB GoD of our Lord Jeiui Christ, 
the FiTHBs OF GLDBT, Dwj give iiDtD you tbc apirit of wisdom and revelotioa Jd the 
knowledge of him. 

Surely no distinction can be more marked in itself, or more consis- 
tently preserved, than that which these passages make, between our 
Ziord JesQs Christ, and that Supreme Being nho is called his " Gon," 
and his " Father," To the same effect is — 



Where it is to be observed, that instead of " ere«," the received ver- 
sion reads " and;'' — to give a plausible ground for prayer to ibe 
Trinity. But this makes perfect nonsense of the passage. I say, 
this makes nonsense of the passage; for suppose the term God to 
mean the three persons of the Trinity, the verse will read thus : " We 
give thank$ lo the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Ghoet, — 
AND TO THB Father ! — which would be absurd. 

1 PvT, i. 3. Bleised l>e thb God and Titrer i^f our Lord Jetae Chriet, 
•^ba, occordiiig to his abuDduit mercy, halh liegatlea us sga[a unto a lively hope, bj 
the murrectioa ot Jeaui ChriM from the dead. 

1 TsBSB. i. 9. Semembering without ceuing your work of faith, and labour of 
bm, and patience of hope, ia our Lard Jtnu CkrUt, in the sight of God, kvbn ook 
Fatheb. 

These last two texts plainly show, that the distinction between Christ 
and God, which it was my object lo prove, is carefully preserved by 
the Sacred Writers. 

I TBBB8. i. 8, 10. • • Ye turned to God from idols, to serve the iivittg and trui 
Gwl ; and to wait for Ail So* from heaven, whom he raited from the dead, ewn 
Jtnu, who delivered ui bum the wrath to come. 



I aha!] nov turn yonr attention to— 



SOME PASSAGES IN WHICH CHRIST TEACHISS THAT GOD THE FATHER 19 

THE ONLY OBJECT OF RELIGIOUS WORSHIP. 

Matt. vi. 16. Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good 
works, and glorify tour Father who is in heaven. 

Matt. vi. 8. Your Father knoweth what things ye have need of he/ore ye ask 
him, 

I also refer to that prayer, commonly called the Lord's Prayer, 
(Matt. vi. 9, &c.) which, I do think, is an address to "the Father" 
exclusively, notwithstanding the authority of Mr. Bagot's assertion 
to the contrary. Again we read in — 

Matt. vii. 11. If ye then,?being evil, know how to give good gifts unto your 
children, how much more shall your ubavenlt Father give good things unto them 
that ask him ? 

Here it is plainly taken for granted, that our heavenly Father is 
the person to whom prayer ought to be addressed, 1 do not agree 
with Mr. Bagot, that the word Father is equivalent to Creator, If 
indeed that criticism be admitted, it would be destructive to his own 

theory. 

The same principle, that the Father alone is the object of reli- 
gions worship, is assumed in^ 

Mark xi. 25, 26. When ye stand praying, forgive, if ye have ought agaiost any; 
that TOUR Father who is in heaven may also forgive you your trespasses. 

Our Lord does not say. Forgive your brethren, that "God the 
Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost," may forgive you 
your trespasses ; but "the Father" — "your Father who is in heaven,'* 
The Father, therefore, is the object of worship. To the same con- 
clusion .we are led by — 

Luke xi. 1, 2. As he was praying in a certain place, when he ceased, one of 
his disciples said unto him. Lord, teach us to pray, as John also taught his disciples. 
And he said unto them, " When ye pray, say. Our Father who art in heaven !" 

This is the same mode of address which occurs in the Lord's prayer, 
but taught on another occasion ; for it appears from the circum- 
stances related in the context, that this could not be the form 
delivered in connexion with the Sermon on the Mount. This prayer 
sanctions the principle which I before laid down, that, according to 
our Saviour's instruction, prayer is to be addressed specifically to 
the Father, This was the form which our Saviour taught, " Our 
Father who art in heaven ;" but who, I would ask, taught that form 
of prayer which is offered up by orthodox congregations, and which 
forms a part of established Liturgies ; and which is addressed to " God 
the Son," and " God the Holy Ghost," and to "the glorious Trinity, 
three persons and one God?" Who taught it I know not; but I am 
sure it was never taught by our Lord Jesus Christ. 

John xv. 16. I have chosen you, * * that whatsoever ye shall ask thb 
Pather in my name, he may give it you. 

I presume this passage sufficiently explains the text upon which 
Mr. Bagot laid so much stress, " If ye ask any thing in my name, I 
will give it you." If Scripture be explained by Scripture, a»d pas- 
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-Bage by pasaage, those places in which omb^nities may be foood by 
ihose which are direct and plain, all difficulties will vaaiah. H«« 
THB Fathb& ia to be asked, because he alone can grant. 

I shall even refer to the 26lh verse of this chapter, tbe same 
which Mr. Bagot qaoted : 

John iri, 26. Verily, verily, I <a;un[D;oi],WIi«OoeTOr jeihalluk tlieFMhttiB 
my Tuune, be will gUe it ;ou. Ask, and ;e shnjl receive, tlul your joj may be fnll. 
1 Mf Dot UDlo yoa, that I will pray the Father lor you : for the Father binuelfloreth yon. 

I find I made a mistake in the reference, this not being the text to 
which M r. Bc^ot adverted ; but it is as express as the other : it telli 
against his own cause, and overturns the argument built on those 
texts which he delivered yesterday with such rapid volubility ; for it 
shows that the Father, not Christ, is the being to whom petitions are' 
to be addressed. Farther — 



And this, it mast be allowed, is a circumstance which bears directly 
on the question at issae between us. Hitherto I have been streogtb. 
ening Mr. Bagot's first proposition against himself; but I now 
proceed to draw the net a little closer around bim, by bringing in 
those proofs which will plainly and directly establish my own second 
proposition. And I have indeed done so in some degree already, 
by ibe distinction which I have shown to exist in the language of 
Scripture, between God and our Saviour; but the texts to which I 
now refer, will establish Ihfi point even more directly. 



who Etand by, I said it, that they may believe that thou bast sea 
Can words be more express? Can these words be reconciled with 
the opinion which makes Christ himself the bearer of prayer, and tfas 
person who is alone able to grant petitions ? If Christ w»e God, 
why should he pray at all ? It will be said, as has been said, that 
Christ had no need of praying for himself, and that he did so only 
as an example to others ; but that assertion isi dishononrable to 
Christ It would make his example to be the example of bypocrisy. 
I do not believe that such a charge lies against our Saviour ; for I 
am sure that our Lord never prayed but in spirit and in tnUli, and 
for blessings actually desired. Our Lord declares to his disciples 
in — 

JoBK xiv. 16. / mill pray tbe FitHsa, snd ha Ehall giva you another Comforter, 
that b» may abide wiUi yuu lor ever. 

These words represent Me Father as the being to wfaom our Lord 
addressed prayer, and looked for blessings. 

John xvii, 1. These mirds spake Jesni, and lifted up bis eyea to heaves, tmi Mud, 
TirHKB '. the hour is come : glorify tby Son, thai thy Son also may (lorify thee '. 

John nil. 6. Aai noir, O FAinsa ! gloii^ thou me aiUi tbiae own self, with the 
glory which 1 had with thee before the woild waa. , 



JbWir <Til; 1 r. ^ « R6i:t r^ttfMf F tee^ tbrom'fii tbiat own name thoU W&om 
tboit iutft ffina me, that Chey maj be on^^ ai we tfre. 

Afl a safficieirt ansfw^r (6 the arg;uments broached on this siibjecf^ 
nrMhg ftom the text •' I and my Falser are one," 1 read— 

' John xvii. 21. [I pray] as tbou Fatheb ! art in me, and I in thee ; that they 
atiD iklo|r bkc^ifna: that the woild may brieve t^at thou hast sent m^. 

Hiia text affords a sufficient answer to the argument bronglit for- 
ward by Mr. Bagot, prorin? the Deity of the Son, by the mutual 
Mdwellrtv^ which dtrbiiiits between hi&l j^nd the Father. If that 
ttxt ]{)rovei9 (he Deify of the Son, the Oiie libw before us, equally 
proves the Ddty of S his folloW6rtf. 

John xvii. 24. Pathbb ! I will tl^at they also whom thourhest given me, may be 
with me where I am ; that they may behold my glory, which thou hast given me : for 
thou lovedst me before the foundation of the world. 

Here not only does our Saviour address prayer to the Father, hut it 
is declared that the glory to which Christ attained, was a glory u;hich 
his Father gave him; and the ground for the impartation of this gift, 
was the love which the Father bore to the Son. This, however, is 
perfectly incompatible with tbe idea of his perfect Deity. How could 
ghwy he given to that Beiiig who possesses, froin eternity, all' glory, 
power, and honour P 

^ John xvii. 25. O rigbteous I^athbr ! the world hath not known thee; but I have 
Known' th^, and these have kndwn that thou bast sent me. j, 

I quote these texts from every part of Jobi^ xvii. to show that lh& 
whole of it is a prayer addressed^o the Father ;r-^ prayer the most 
solemn and the most impressive ever writteii. I now turn to — 

j'oHN xTi. 2V, ^. Now is my soul troubled, and what shall I say? Fathbh ! 
sfiVe nie from this hour : but therefore came I unto this hour. Fathisb ! glorify ttfy- 
name. Then came there a voice from heaven, [saying,] I have both glorified it, and 
will glorify it agats. 

Tli^^ affecting; words wiere spk>k«n at d tinie when a cruel fate Wa^ 
about to overtake the Savioiir, arid* his end Was drawing near. Ob- 
^rVe iher person to whom his' prayer was addressed, arid' the total 
stibmission of hiff ek>uI to a^otber^s' WUI; and ask* yourselves, if tbW 
bd the language of God Sftprem^-! 

"^i^, abtVi. «59. And' he went a little farihclr, and fell oii' his face, and prayed, 
•kyiff^, O FATHtifial ifith^poesibttylet this citfti^tas /irom the : nevcfrtheless; not as' 
f will, bat as THod wik. : 

Tbi«|i teJrt Wttfe fordieriy quoted by me, and e^lainled by Mr. Bkgot ; 
but bis explanation I leave to make its own impression. 

MitT. ^flcvii- 49. And he went away a^in the second timej anfl prayed; sajrinig, 
O MT Father ! if this cup may not pass away from-me except! drink it^-^ftjf n^/f 
be done, . 

The same transactions are recorded in Mark xiv. 35 — 39; Luke 
xxii. 41— 45; with the addition, by Luke, that there appeared to 
hitB on angd strengthening him. An angel to strengthen Al. 
mighty God'! 

A|^n> wlien hia disciples seemed disposed to resist the officers who 
were sent to apprehend him, her said to oiie of tbem^^ 
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And wben he hung upon the cross, we read — 

LOKE KuJi. 34. "HieD laid ieao*, FathbrI fo^re them, for they knov not wb&t 
thojr do. 
And we find that in — 



Still farther, as we find it recorded in — 

LOKB xxii. 46. Wben Jesus had cried with a loud Toice, be >aid, Fithek I igto 
lb/ huida I commeDd my apirlL And having thus said, he gave up ths ghost. 

And now, my friends — fellow Christianas-fellow Proleatantg — 
you who take the BiWe for yojif guide — you who make the example 
of Jesus your model — you who lake the word of Jesus for your rule ! 
— I ask you what is that worship which is required to he offered up 
by the disciples of Jesus ? Are we to suppose, if there be » proper 
peity of the Father — and if Jhere be a proper Deity of the \Vor^:rr- 
and if there be a proper Peity qf the Holy Ghost — are we to Suppoa& 
that be who left us an example that we should follow his steps, would 
so far mislead us by that example as to confine pur worship to one 
only ; whereas to tkree persons that worship is due P I call on any 
of you to sit down, and read the record of Christ's liferrto find him 
engaged frequently in prayer to the Father, from the earliest period 
of his ministry on earth — to see how, in every circumstance qf hia 
eventful life, he addresses himself in supplication to the Father who 
sent him — to find him, when about to work miracles, address the 
throne of God in prayer— to observe how, when about to part with 
his disciples, he commends theip in solemn petition to bis Father — 
to find him, when his crucifixion was approaching, expressing his 
humility and resignation to God by prayer to his Father — to find 
him, on the cross, commending his murderers to the mercy of their 
Maker, and his own spirit (o the God who gave it ;— yes. follow him 
in his devotions from the beginning to the close of his career, and 
then say, if you can— all these facts being taken together — whether 
this was the conduct of one who was God over all, blessed for ever P 
This is a point which would well bear to he iJil^t^d on ; but I spare 
you. It is an argument which addresses itself as much lo the heart 
as to the head. I have read to you the words of our blessed Savipur; 
and if they do not apeak to your feelings, why phould I address my- 
self lo your understandings ? 

As I have now but a short time remaining of my forty minutcB, 
I shall not enter on a new argument. I was about to r^ply to some 
observations advanced by Mr. ^agot; but these topics I muitreseiye 
for my last speech on this day. . 



Mb. BAGOT. — Mr. Porter has informed you, in bis last address, 
that I have been indebted to a Unitarian writer, Mr. Locke, for the 
eulogium which I pronounced upon the Bible this day. This remark 
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afhfdn me an opporttinity of observing, that I am at all times ready 
to extract what is excellent from the writings of any man, even from 
those of Priestley, Bblsham, or Drummond, or any other Uni- 
tarian. But as to whether Mr. Locke was a Unitarian or not, I do 
not know ; nor, as far as my argument is concerned, do I care : for 
though he was a philosopher of the first class, invested with great 
powers of intellect, which qualified him to be a guide and conductor 
through the intricate mazes of scientific research, yet Mr. Locke, as 
well as every other man who wishes to know the way of salvation, 
and how, as a sinner, he can be reconciled with God, must approach 
the Gospel as a little child, and learn at the feet of Jesus; for 
" Where is the wise ? where is the scribe ? where is the disputer of 
this world P hath not God made foolish the wisdom of this world ?'' 
I shall now examine the principle by which Mr. Porter hks re- 
conciled the passage in Rev. xix. 12, with the omniscience of the 
Father. The passage in Rev. xix. 12, is as follows : " He had a 
name written which no one {ovbug) knew but he himself;'' and the 
question which I proposed to Mr. Porter was this. How could he 
reconcile this declaration, that no one but Christ knew the name 
which he bore but he himself, with the omniscience of the Father ? 
and what solution of this difficulty would he propose? He has 
now informed us, that he adopts the same view of the passage which 
King James' translators have chosen, and that he understands the 
Greek word oubug in a restricted sense, as denoting " no man ;" so 
that, instead of translating the word oubug in its plain and obvious 
sense, as denoting " no one," whether created or uncreated, he un- 
derstands it in a more limited sense, as it occurs in the English ver. 
sion of the passage. Now, I shall apply the very same principle of 
restriction to the interpretation of Mark xiii. 32 : " But of that day 
and that hour knoweth no man; no, not the angels which are in 
heaven ; neither the Son, but the Father :" and I reconcile this de- 
claration with the omniscience of Christ in the very same manner, 
by understanding it as referring only to the human knowledge of the 
Saviour. I assume it as a Scripture truth, that Christ was omniscient 
as to his higher nature. This is evident from comparing Jer. xvii. 
9, 10, with Rev. ii. 23 ; and from many other passages. I argue, 
therefore, that I must interpret Mark xiii. 32, upon a principle 
which will not contradict this doctrine. T, therefore, explain this 
text as referring to the knowledge which Christ possessed in his 
human nature, I proved to you, on yesterday, that when Christ 
assumed our nature, he became "in all thingslike unto his brethren ;'* 
but this would not have been true, if he had not assumed our ignorance. 
This passage, therefore, affords no objection against the Deity of 
Christ. What right, however, had Mr. Porter to quote this passage 
as affording an argument against my system P It is an affirmative 
proof of that part of my second proposition, which asserts that the Lord 
Jesus Christ is perfect man. It is an essential attribute of a ** perfect 
man" to possess a faculty of pro»^res«t?e/y acquiring knowledge, and, 
after all his acquirements, to be capable of only a limited amount of 
knowledge ; and, in reference to Christ, I prove the former by LuKB 
ii. 62, which asserts that " Jesus increased in wisdom f and I prove 
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tfae latter by reference to tbe paaaage ander coDstderation^, which 
MsertB that ihere was something nhich he nas ignorant of. Aa to 
hia divine nature, I agiun remark, that there is a copiousness of 
proof to demonstrate that bis knowledge is one with the Father's; 
aa, for instance, in his own declarations : " As the Father knoweth 
me, even so know I the Father ;" " No one kooweth the Son but the 
Father ; neither knowelh any one tbe Father but tbe Soa, and he to 
whomsoever tbe Son will reveal him :" and from the langnage of 
. Peter, "Lard, thou knowest all things ; thou knoweat that I love thee," 
which is eqnivdent to a regular ayllc^istic inference, that becaose 
Christ knew all thinp^s, be therefore knew that Peter loved him ; 
hat it is evident that Peter would have been a bad li^ician, if h» 
had uaed the word "all" in this passage in a reslricled sense, as be 
could not have inferred from Christ's knowing tomt things, that be 
knew that Peter loved him, in as much as this fact might have been 
among the lome things which, on this supposilion, Christ did not 
know. The " all things," therefore, in the language of Peter, must 
mean "all things" in an absolutt and unrestricted sense ; otherwise 
bis argument would be bad logic. To reconcile these declarations, 
therefore, of the omniscience of Christ with Mark xiii. 32, I am 
obliged to consider the latter passage as a potitive and affimafiv 
proof that Christ possessed a true human mind ; and I will not sub- 
mit to be [daced on the defensive, in reference to this text, as I re- 
gard it as Antetuary aMrmaiivt pTOofo/partofmyiecondpr(^oHlu)n. 
As to the passage thrown up against me in t John v. 7, " There 
are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Ghost, and these three are one," I beg to ask. What right 
bad Mr. Porter to bring it forward ? Did I quote this text aa ao 
argument, amongst the passages to which I yesterday referred ? 
Certainly not: and surely Mr. Porter had no right to criticise any 
passage as an ai^ument on my side, unless what I have actually ad- 
vanced. But as be has asserted that this text is an interpolation, I 
call upon him to bring forward, in detail, the proofs by which be 
supports this assertion. 

Mr. Porter has rested some of bis ailments upon an asaumption, 
that I bold it as a principle, that the word Father, in Scripture, is 
alwayt need in the sense of Creator. I bt^ to say, that I have 
node no such assertion. What I believe, in reference to this snh. 
ject,is, that in seetral passages the term "Father" is unquestionably 
used in the sense of "Creator;" as, for instance, in Mal. ii. 10: 
"Have we not all one Father P batb not one God created us?" 
I also believe, that the term Father is used to designate what wfl 
term tbe Fint Person of the Trinity, as the Father of Christ, which 
he is in a vastly different sense from that in which be is the Father 
of Christians. There is a remukable combination of tbesa two 
senses of the term FBlherm John XX. 17, in which Christ says : "I 
ascend unto my Father and your Father, and unto my God and your 
God." He does not say, " I ascend unto our Father and our God ;" 
but he uses language which clearly marks the distinction which 
iheiFe is in the import of the terms which he employs, when ^plied 
to bimtelf and to bis people. I therefoFe infer, that tiie term 



''FiEither'' isosed. In Seriptore, in two seiMes: it is applied to tibe 
Father of Christians/ and to the Father of Christ. 

As to the wise declaration which Mr. Porter made in bia last 
speech, that ''he would not answer Mr. Bagot's criticisms, becaase 
his most strennoas exertions would fail to produce conviction;'^ this 
was a very good reason, indeed ; and I beg to express my obligations 
to him for it, and to assure him that I perfectly concur with him in 
recognising the validity of the reason which it assigns ! 

I stated yesterday, that the Scriptures speak of Christ in three 
points of view; as Mediator — as perfect man — and as perfect God. 
As Mediator, I believe that he is subordinate to the Father, who 
sustains the higher office ; and I now wish to advance a few addi. 
tional proofs of his mediatorial subordination. These you will find 
in Rom. xv. 6, 6 ; 2 Cor. i. 3 ; xi. 31 ; Era. i. 3 ; Col. i. 3 ; 
I Thbss. i. 3->9 ; I Pet. i. 3. On examining these passages at your 
leisure, you will find that they all prove satisfactorily the mediatorial 
subordination of Christ to the Father. I wish, however, to make a 
remark upon one or two of them. 

In 1 Thbss. i. 9, we read of Christians "tdming to God from 
idols, to serve the living and true God.'' Now it is easy to show, 
IVom a comparison of this text with other parts of Scripture, that 
Christ is *' the living and true God ;" for the eternal employment of 
the glorified saints is represented in Ret. xxii. 3, as " serving God 
and the Lamb ;'' and the Father has given this command, in refe. 
i^nce to Christ, which is recorded in Heb. i. 6, " Let all the angels 
of God worship him.*' Now, unless Mr. Porter allow, that Chris- 
tianity has done nothing more than turn men from one system of 
idolatry to another, it tnvst follow, from these texts, that Christ is the 
tiving and trite God. 

Again: I would remark, in reference to 2 Cor. i. 3, — ''Blessed 
be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,''-^that it proves 
the Deity of the Holy Ghost ; for we read, in Luke i. 36, '• The 
Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest 
shall overshadow thee ; therefore also that holy thing which shdl be 
born of thee, shall be called the Son of God.'* Hence it is evident 
that the Holy Ghost is the Father of the Son of God ; and, conse- 
quently, is God. 

Mr. Porter has again referred to the Lord's Prayer, upon which 
I have already commented ; and must now revert to it, in order to cor- 
rect a misapprehension into which he has fallen. He seemed to think 
tliat I spoke of that prayer as if it was to be exclusively ofifered up 
to Christ. I certainly hold no such opinion. I believe, that the 
words " Our Father" are a general designation of the Divine Being 
—Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. And I beg leave again to say,, 
that I do not consider it necessary to deny the true Deity of the 
Fathier, as a preliminary to proving^ the true Deity of Christ 
; In reference to Matt. vi. 14,^— "For if ye forgive men their 
trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive you,"— which Mr.? 
Porter quoted in order to prove the Deity of the Father, I beg to 
remark, that it establishes a principle by which the Deity of the Son 
necessarily follows, as the Son also exercises the same divine prero-; 



piiye of forgtvine sina, oa is ueerted in Col. iik 13 : " Forbeariog 
one BDotlier, and forgiviog one another, if any man hare a quaifel 
against any ; even aa Christ forgave you, bo also do ye." 

I must now refer to the mode by which Mr. Porter endeavonred 
to obviate the ai^ament for the Deity of Christ, which I derived 
from JoBN xiT. 14 : " If ye shall ask any thing in my name, / wilt 
do it." — He prodnced the declaration of Christ, in John xvi, 33: 
" Whatsoever- ye shall asktheFalherinmy name, A«tp>//yi0«t7yoM;" 
and he told ns with the most perfect composure, that the latter passage 
explains the former, so as to bring it into consistency with bis views ! 
I should be anxious to know on what prmcipU the latter text ex- 
plains the former? Does Mr. Porter apply to the interpretation of 
Scripture, some principle of criticism similar to that by which posi- 
ttve and negative quantities in algebn^c computations destroy and 
neatralize each other ? Does he place the sign of plni before one 
passage, and of mrnut before another; and then, by an algebraic 
calcolalion, neutralize the one by the other? For my part, I believe 
the tffo declarations contuned in these two portions of the word of 
God. I believe that the Father will give what the Christian prays 
for in the name of Christ ; and I also believe that Christ will give 
what the Christian i^ays for : for I believe that " what things soever 
the Father doeth, the same doeth the Son likewise." John v. 19. 
And I would not wish to apply the principle which Mr. Porter has 
adopted, of neutralizing Scripture, by a rule similar to that by which 
positive and negative quimlities in algebra destroy each other. 

Mr. Porter has laid great stress upon the fact, that Christ prayed 
to the Father only, whilst he was upon earth. I answer. Is ihera 
not a sufficiency of Scripture evidence, to demonstrate the duty of 
praying to Christ P did not Stephen pray to him in his dying hourF 
did not the Apostle Paul pray to him thrice, to be delivered from 
the thorn in the flesh ? and were not Christians designated as ihoM 
who called upon the name of Christ? — Does Mr. Porter require of 
me to produce evidence of Christ's praying to himself! Surely this 
is manifestly one of those duties, in support of which he could not 
leave his own example. In many points, the example of Christ, 
c<»iaidered as a model for onr moral imitation, was detective: he did 
not leave the example of being a good husband er a good father ; 
and, from the nature of the thing, he could not leave us an example 
of praying to himself: it were absurd to expect it. We must ob. 
viouily look to the conduct of the aposttefl and disciples, as recorded 
in the rest of Scripture, for practical evidence in support of this 
duty. 

The next frassage' which Mr. Porter quoted, was John xi. 41 : 
"Jeans lifted up bis eyes, and said. Father, I thank tbee that thou 
hast heard me." — But this, however, is not a prayer for ability, to 
perform the miracle of rttlaing Lazarus ; and the words which follow 
in the 43d verse explain the object of the Saviour in this address t 
"And I knew that thou hearest me always: but because of the people 
which stand by, I said it, that^they may believe that thou hast sent 
me." Mr. Porter has asked Ihe^following question, upon which he 
seemed to lay conaideraUe stress : "If Christ be God, why should 



he luiTe pMjed at all P''— I masmet thk question by iifaiidy propostng 
•aolher: "If Christ was man, wby should he have liv^ withooi 
prayer?" 

He next referred to John xv« 26, in which Christ says to his 
disciples, ** I #ill pray the Father^ and he will send you another 
Comforter." — But this passage only supplies me with part of the 
argument, by which I pro?e, that the Father and the Soti are on^, 
in the act of sending the Spirit to the chtirch : the remainder of the 
argument, which attributes the exercise of the same prerogative to 
Christ, occurs in John xv. 26, " When the Comforter is come, whom 
I will 9iHd unto you from the Ftither." 

I shall DOW direct your attentioi^ to the prayer of our Saviour, 
which is recorded in the 17th chapter of John, which Mr. Porter 
evidently regards as supplying him with irrefragable arguments 
against the doctrine of the Deity of Christ. This prayer, however, 
was presented to the Father in '' the days of his Aesh," and is easily 
accounted for by the official station which the Redeemer occupied 
as the great High Priest of his people's profession. It was customary 
for the High Priest, immediately before the great day of atonement, 
to offer up a solemn prayer to God*— first, for himself; secondly, fotr 
the sons of Aaron, who were joined with him in, the priesthood 9 
and, thirdly, for the entire congregation of the people. If you examine 
Ibis prayer of Christ's, you will find an exact correspondence with 
this arrangement. From verse I to 6, he prays for himself ; from 
Terse 6 to 19, he prays for the Apostles, who were, in a subordinate 
Sense, united with him in the great office of preaching; the Gospel ; 
and from verse 20 to the end, he prays for ois whole church : and 
the time when he offered up this prayer was imnxediately before that 
solemn hour, in which he offered himself without spot to God, and 
it was uttered by him in his official character as our great lJ^;ii 
Priest 

I shall now refer to some parts of this prayer, in order to show 
that the language it contains is totally inconsistent with the condi. 
tion of a creature. In the first verse, he prays in these remarkaUe 
words: "Father, glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may glorify 
thee.^' Now, imagine a creature presenting sueh a prayer as this — 
asking his Creator to glorify him, in order thai he might glorify his 
Creator! Imagine, for instance, Gabriel himself, who stands upon 
a lofty elevation within the sunshine of the eternal throne, adopting 
Such language in prayer to that Being who imparts to him all that 
seraphic intelligence which gives emphasis and vigour to the anthem 
in which he celebrates the matchless glory of his Creator ! Nor is the 
language which occurs in the fifth verse more consistent with the 
character and condition of a creature: "And now, O Father, glorify 
thou me with thine own self, with the glory which I had with thee 
before the world Wfis.'' In this passage, Christ takes a retrospective 
view of the glory which he had with the Father before the creation 
of the world, in terms which prove that his glory was precisely the 
same as the glory of the Father ; and he takes a prospective view of 
the glory which be should resume when the period of his official 
subordination had expired. Now, I ask, does this verse cpnlain 



tha langai^ «f r creatim ? Could a cveatore pny to fall Creator 
to glorify him in ihia wfty ? Alas 1 alas ! Sumy, if we CBlcvlats 
the distance vbickexiats between the lowest and the highest ideated 
b^ag, that distance is bat a epeck when contiaatsd with tha dnmea- 
sared inlervaj which there is between the highest created being and 
the Lord of hosts ! — and surely an hnmbter style of address worid 
■nit ^e dependence and inferiori^ of any created iateUlgenee, no 
natter bow exalted ! 

I now direct yoar attention to the lOtfa verse : "And all nine 
are thine, and thine are mine."— Mark the emf^aais of this deckra- 
tioB : all that belongs to the Father, belongs also to tbe Son > and 
all which belongs to ihe Son, belongs aho to the Father. Now, 
again, imagine a created being adopting snoh an assertion aslhli, 1b 
prayer to Jehovah — " All mine are thine, and thine are mine;"— -an 
asaertion which implies that there is a reciprocity of interest, and A 
mntoal possession of property, between the Falber and the Son ; and 
thia neceBSarily resulta from the fact, that the Father and the Son 
are one God, inconsequence of which there is this mutual propHe. 
lorabip between them. And here I lay down this general posillODb 
that although the New Testament contains abundant proom of tb« 
official eubordination of C%rist to the Father ; yet these proofs are 
iolennixed with statements which leads ns np to a recognilion of hts 
Deity, like so many bright and lucid spots emanating from the 
eollpsed splendourof his DLviniiy, and bursting through the opposing 
vail of that humanity in which he tabernacled amongst men. This 
chapter contains several of these lucid points, which serve as indicea 
toconductuB toacootemplatieii of a higher glory than the Savioar 
manifested here below. Look, for fiirther example, to Ibe 24tb verse, 
in which be does not say, " Father, I pray," or " Father, I entreat ;" 
but he says, in langmige whiuh simply ctmtatns a declaration of his 

\rpou and intention! "Father, I will that they also whom tbott 

ist given me, be with me where I am, that they m^ behold the 
glory which thou hast given me." Surdy such a style of address aa 
this woald be blasphemy aod preaomption of the blackest dye, in 
Ihe month of a merely crtatsd being, and snch as would excite the 
aatonisbmeot of even Satan himself j And faow could Christ have 
adopted this laognage, if he did not poesess an authority and a power 
which was one with the Father's, and independent of all snperior 
control? This allusion of Mr. Porter's to the 17lh of John was 
most unfortunate for his cause. I admit that Christ did pray, and 
I admit that this proves his inferiority, to far at kii kwnanily ii 
toncertied; yet, even in this prajer, there are several intimations 
interspersed, which, as I hare already shown, leads na Up to a con- 
templalion of a higher glory, 

Bnt, in cCmnexion with ihra chapter which I have been consider, 
ing, Mr. Porter has asked. Why did Christ pray to the Father togive 
him glory, since, if be was God, he could not acquire more glory 
than be alreiLdy possessed P I ask, in reply, What does the Psalm- 
ist mean, when he says, in Psalh six. " The heavens declare the 
glory of God P" I aak. If the Father is God, possessing an immense 
and iameasdrable expanse of g^ofr— a glory commeBsurate with 
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infinity and everlasting as eternity^ how ooold creation add to the 
glory of the supreme and everlasting God ? And yet creation does 
give glory to God. The glory, therefore, for which the Saviour 
prayed was this — that the glory of being the Savioar and Redeemer 
might be superadded to his previous glory of being the Creator and 
Preserver or men ; so that now all glory, moral and natural, might 
be concentrated into one great mass, so as to form an amplitude of 
splendour, which would command the homage of the intelligent 
creation of God! 

Mr. Porter next referred to Johk xli. 27 : " Now is my soul 
troubled, and what shall I say? Father, save me from this hour: 
but for this cause, came I unto this hour/' — I see no difficulty what- 
ever in this text, when I recollect what Isaiah said, that Christ 
should make his soul an offering for sin ; for when we speak of the 
atonement of the Saviour, we should not restrict our views to the 
offering of his b^dy upon Calvary, but should take into account the 
agonies of his taut, wnich he endured in the garden of Gethsemane. 
But does it militate against his Deity, to say that his soul was trou. 
bled ? Do we not read in Scripture, that God iBj/rieved and an^ 
with the wicked every day P and is it not as difficult to reconcile 
these statements with the Deity of the Father, as to reconcile the 
passage under consideration with the Deity of the Son P But if 
Christ be the highest superangdic being, I ask, How could his soul 
be troubled? And whatever answer Mr. Porter will give to this, 
will supply me with a solution of whatever difficulty he thinks is 
connected with the Deity of Christ by this text. 
• Mr. Porter referred to the fact of an angd's having strengthened 
Christ in the garden. I reply, that, if he argues that this circum- 
stance proves him to be inferior to the Father, it also proves him to be 
inferior to the angel who strengthened him ; for how could a super- 
angelic being be strengthened by a being inferior to himself ? 

Mr. Porter informed us yesterday, that he did not believe In the 
m^re humanity of Christ ; and he also argued against the Deity of 
Christ, on the ground that Matthevt, who was associated with 
him during his public ministry, never once mentioned his Deity. I 
b^ to remark, in reply to this, that Matthew never once asserted, 
or gave the slightest intimation of Christ's having been a superan*^ 
gelic being; so that, if Matthew's asserting one thing or the other 
be of consequence to the argument, we must admit that he taught 
the lowest Humanitarianism ; for, even after the most remarkable of 
all the miracles which Christ performed, the exclamation of the di&t 
ciples was, *' What manner of man is this, that even the winds and 
the sea obey him?" And, in short, if we admit that any of the 
Evangelists are silent in reference to the Deity of Christ, and deduce 
an argument from their silence, it must be in favour of thatdottrine 
which teaches that Christ was a mere man. 

Mr. Porter has adduced the prayers which Christ offered up to 
his Father on the cross, as evidences of the Deity of the Father 
exclusively. These prayers are recorded in Loke xxiii. 34 : ** Fa- 
ther, forgive them, for they know not what they do;" and in ver. 46: 
" Father, into.tfay hands I commend my spirit." But I beg to refer- 



him to two similar prayers, offered np by Slephon to (be Saviour 
himself; in Acts vii, 99: "LordJeeus, receive myspirit;" and TeT.60: 
" Lord, lay not this sin to their chari^e." And I argoe, that Christ 
mast have possessed the same ability to forgive sins, atid to receive 
the soul of Stephen, as he himself attributed to the Father. We 
shonld consider also that Stephen wai full of the Holy Ghost, when 
he ascribed to Christ the very same prerogatives, offered np the very 



choice, vhether to believe that Stephen or Christ was the idolater' 
on these occasions. 

Mr. Porter has presented before oar view o beantiful description 
of the Saviour's conduct whilst on earth, and has asked, whether it 
was SQch as the eternal and blessed God would adopt i* To this 
question I reply, that the line of conduct which the Saviour pursued, 
the phraseology which he employed, and (he manner in which he 
appeared before the view of men, were such as a man should adopt, 
and OS a hnman creature would naturally assume. I believe that, 
when God was manifest in the 6esh, and assumed the body of a man, 
be naturally acted so far according to the faculiies of a man. It is 
wretched to he obliged to advert to such arguments as these, which 
prove nothing; unless that they give me an opportunity to illustrate 
my positive and afGrmative sentiments, in reference to the humanity 
and mediatorial character of Christ. 

Mr. Porter bos asserted in at^mest, that Christ tanght bis dis- 
ciples to confine their worship to the Father. This I deny; because 
he taught no such thing. He taught them to pray to the Father ; 
bn( be did not teach them to direct their worship to the Father only. 
If worship shoold be confined to the Father, to the exclusion of the 
Son, Stephen most have died in an act of idolatry ; the angels in 
heaven are guilty of the same sin; and also the Apostle Paul; for he 
prayed, not only once, but three times, to Christ ; and, if he had not 
been well persuaded of liis Divinity, surely, when he had received 
no answer to the first or second petition, he would not have prayed 
a second or a third time ; bat would have had recourse (o a higher 
power. Bnt Paul prayed to Christ three times, and at length re- 
ceived this gracious reply : " My ^ace is sufhcient for thee, my 
strength is perfected in weakness." From all this I infer, that Christ 
did Dot direct his disciples to pray to the Father on/y. But it is not 
my object to prove, that Christians should not worship or pray to the 
Father : my doctrine is, " that all men should honour the Son, even 
as they honour the Father." In heaven, as we are told in Ret. t. 
12 to 14, the saints and angels worship the Saviour. And I wonld 
■ay to Mr. Porter, in conclusion. If you do not acknowledge the Lord 
Jesus Christ how, as the object of worship and adoration, — and if 
yoa do not make him the object of your prayers noiv, you will be 
constrained to acknowledge the glory and Deity of his person in the 
world of spirits hereafter. And, oh [ what an intense gratification 
would it be to my mind, were I permitted to look forward, with pro- 
-phetic eye, 1o thai great and joyinl day, when Christ shall have lifted 
<ip his el^t to bUssedness and immortality, and to contemplate 



mjtelf as ttaBdiosr Bide by dide with Mr. Poft^, joining with him, io 
hallowed and grateful competition, in singiogf the antbem of the 
redeemed : " Unto him that loved us, and washed qs from our sins in 
his own blood, and hath made us kings and priests unto God and 
our Father, to him be glory and dominion, for ever and ever. Amen 1" 



Mr. PORT£&.-^Before 1 commence my concluding observa- 
tions, I wish to put Mr. Bagot a question, which I have a right 
to ask according to the rules, and to which I expect to receive an 
answer. In the course of my addresses this day and yesterday, I 
repeatedly characterized 1 John v. 7-*-the text concerning "ths three 
heavenly mtnes$es," as they are designated— as an interpolation, a 
forgery and an imposture, Mr. Bagot has called on me to give in de- 
tail my proofs for that assertion. I now ask him. Does be deny rr? 

Mr. bagot. — I am not bound to answer that, because 1 did not 
quote that text on my side of the question, in this discussion. If I 
quoted that text in my clossiOcation of proofs, I would then consider 
myself bound to answer the question. But, as Mr. Porter has brought 
that text before the meeting, declaring it to be an interpolation, I 
have a right still to challenge him to the production of the proofs 
in detail, by which he justifies his opinion of the text in question. 

Mr. porter.— Mr. Bagot having answered my qnestion with 
his usual explicitness, I shsdl merely say, that I brought that text 
forward so pointedly, because this discussion arose ont of a challaige 
given by Mr. Bagot to all Unitarians, to answer his (in his opinion) 
unanswerable pamphlet. This challenge I took up; or ratner for 
reasons already assigned, I declined to take up in his way, perfonii. 
ing a different mode. It was out of that '' Abstract,'^ that the 
present discussion originated. In this '* Abstract,'^ which I bold in 
my hand, I find a reference to 1 John v. 7, in the very first para- 
graph of the first page, and in the first line which contains scriptural 
quotations. After this plain statement, which it is im possible to deny, 
— for the correspondence is in print before the public, — I leave it for 
you to decide, whether I asked an improper or irrelevant question. 

Mr. Bagot, in his last speech, has had recourse to his usual mode 
of interpreting Scripture. He tells you that in the Lord's Prayer, 
the word our Father means the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Re- 
specting which, I shall only say, if such were the meaning that our 
Lord intended to convey, it would have been well had Mr. Bagot 
been present to assist him in mending his phraseology. 

Mr. Bagot, in the course of some strong observations concerning 
that text, "Father ! I will that they may he with me,*^ has introduced 
the name of Satan in connexion with that of Christ, in a way which 
I shall not characterize, as I shall certainly not imitate. It must be 
obvious to any person who reads that prayer, even with common 
attention, that the phrase " I will** means, in this passage, the same 
as I wish, desire, ox pray ; and from the connexion in which the words 
occur, they can have no other meaning. — I turn, however, from such 



pulioular insiMiceB, to mftke some general remarks on Mr. Bagot'a 
mode or conduciing bis o^ument. 

I am not a propbet, nor tbe son 4f a propbet; but a Dissenting 
Minister, the son of a Dissenting Minister : yet baving been, at one 
lime of my life, addicted to the stud; of tbeology, I have mode my- 
self, in some degree, acquainted with the general outline of the 
reasonings that are put forward io defence of their respecUre doc- 
trines, by the leading sects of the Christian world ; and therefore I 
was able to foresee with tolerable distinclness, and to foretel with 
some degree of accuracy, tbe line of argument which my reverend 
opponent would of neceasity feel himself obliged to adopt. 1 was able 
to tell you beforehand, that tbe scriptural passages to which he would 
refer you for proofof tbe Proper Deity of the Word, would not be plain, 
downright assertions of the fact, or declarations of two natnm, ex- 
isting in one nersou ; and thus composing, or compounding, or in 
some way making up, what be has elsewhere most unscriptu rally de- 
nominated the complex periOAofthe Mediator. I knew well enough 
such declarations were not to be had ; and therefore I knew, (luit 
Mr. Bagot would be obhged to hunt out hia doctrine by innnendot 
and inferences, and bits and scraps, and far-fetched allasione, and 
unnatural juxtapositions. And I now repeat, what I yesterday ar> 
gued in form, that these deductions, or inductions, or conclusionsi 
are insufficient proofs of a doctrine, which, if true, would have been 
revealed ; and, if revealed, would not have been left to be sought 
aAer and bunted out in the manner described. If true, it would 
have been ptai*ty stated in Scripture, and especially by the writers 
of the New Testament ; for, that they who knew our Lord, and loved 
bim while he was ou the earth, should have observed a mysterious 
silence respecting bis supposed Deity, is to me inconceivable and 
incredible. 

Tbe manner in which Mr. Bagot repealed, or rather parrolted. 
the texts which be quoted in his speech of yesterday, (with arapidity 
and volubility which, as they are not his usual style of delivery, 
struck me as being neither particularly fair towards bu oppmeDt, 
nor respectful to his auditory, nor reverent to the very serious and 
important subject before him,} as it renders it difficult for me to fol- 
low him through the whole detail of his arguments, so it happily 
renders tbe (ask less necessary. It is not likely that slatemeDls re- 
peated, or rather parrolted, so fast, that the mind could scarcely fol- 
low them, even when strained to the utmost intensity of exertion, — 
it is not likely that they can have tended much to strengthen con- 
viction in those who were before convinced, or to produce it in 
qnarters where doubt or hesitation prevuled. Such a mode of get. 
ling through the discnsiion may, indeed, enable him to parade a for- 
midable array of texts before the eye in the printed report ; but it is 
Utterly useless aa a means of producing any impresaion upon the 
persons who have come hither in tbe bopeof bearing a seriouB qnep. 
tion seriouBty debated, in a calm and rational manner. I venture to 
affirm, that, for all the purposes of discussion and debate, he might 
as well have given the greater pari of tbe texts adduced in tbe last 
hour of bis harangue in tbe original Hebrew or Greek. SdcH an 
M 
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artifice I must beg leave to tell him, is unworthy of him. He ought 
to be above it. 

Some of his statements^ however, were of such a nature, that they 
demand a short notice in reply. 

Mr. Bagot laid it down as a principle, that a mediator between 
two parties who are at variance, must of necessity be inferior to one 
of them. Hence, in his whole mediatorial undertaking, he admits 
that Christ the Son was inferior to the Father. But this inferiority, 
he maintains, was only official; that is, while he acted in this 
opacity as subordinate to the Father, he was at the same time on an 
«xact equality with him in natural and inherent dignity. Now, I 
atop not to inquire where he has learned this distinction between 
natural and official dignity. I wish to turn your attention to an in- 
ference which Mr. Bagot deduced from this fanciful distinction. He 
told us that, as the New Testament contained the history of our 
Lord's mediatorial undertaking, it was natural that it should abound 
with declarations of his inferiority to the Father. Now, to my mind, 
the inference would be precisely the reverse. In writing the history of 
aay illustrious personage, who for a time travelled incognito, and in 
that state was exposed to various accidents, injuries, and insults, 
which would never otherwise have befallen him, — and especially if 
any doubt had been entertained whether he were really the important 
personage whom some alleged that he was, — the historian, as a matter 
of course, would be led, at every turn of his narrative, to make strong 
and pointed allusions to the dignity of his hero, and to excite euir 
admiration of the patience with which the sovereign endured the ill 
treatment that was heaped upon him by his subjects, who were un* 
acquainted with him in his assumed disguise. For proof of this, I 
could refer you to every narrative of a similar adventure;— from the 
II Bondocani of the ArabiaR Tales, to the travels of Charl^ I. and 
BacKiNGHAM to the court of Madrid. Now, my friends, as the ieir. 
gument of Mr. Bagot assumes, that these allusions to the inherent 
dignity of Jesus do not abound in the New Testament, while asser- 
tions and affirmations of his absolute inferiority do abound, I say, 
ihat simple fact proves that our Lord's followers knew nothing of him 
in that nigher natural character which Mr. Bagot claims for him. 
I thank him, therefore, for the admission, that such is the state of 
the evidence to be gathered from the Evangelists ; and I make him 
a present of the argument which he has built upon it. 

But, after all, where has Mr. Bagot learned this assumed distinc- 
tion between the mediatorial and the personal character of our Lord ? 
Where is it written in the New Testament, that Christ, as God, is 
equal to the Father ; as Man, he is inferior to the Father ; as God 
and Man united in his mediatorial character, he is officially subor- 
dinate, but personally equal to him? No where is it thus written. 
It is an idea which never entered into the minds of the Writers of 
the Sacred Volume, and of which they have not g^ven the slightest 
hint. It is an idea full of absurdity and self-contradiction ; for how 
could the unchangeable Being, who presides over the world, divest 
himself of his inherent glory, and become, for a time, inferior to an- 
other person, to whom, it is supposed^ he was in all respects-equal 
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and Identical f This would be to suppose & being to preside over 
the universe, nhose natnre is matable, and in whom, by consequence, 
his creatures coald repose no con6deiice. 

It would be an idle task to attempt to pursue Mr. Bagot tbrough 
tbat mazy labyrinth in which be entangled himself, his subject, and 
his auditors. I feel perfectly assured, that, so far as tbe mere effect 
of bis spoken address is concerned, it would be a waste of time and 
breath to answer arguments strtalim, which could not be individually 
effective, becaase they could not be individually understood. I 
ahall, therefore, classify them into groups, and deal with them col- 
lectively. 

In the front were paraded some passages, in which, aa Mr. Bagot 
asserted, the names and titles of the Supreme Being are ascribed to 
Christ. 

The first argument was drawn from the term Iuhandbl, found in 
IsA. vii. 14, and applied to our Saviour In Matt. i. 23. To under- 
stand the perfect emptiness of this argument, it is only necessary to 
read the passage in Isaiah with its context; which I shall do from 
the version of Bishop Lowtb, as being much more accurate than 
that contained in King James* translation. 
Chip, TII. 

I, la the days ofAlmz, the son ol Jotham, the toa of Uziiab, king of Judab, 
Retiiii, liiDg of Syria, aad Pekoh, the son of Remoliah, Hag of Israel, came 

S. op againtC Jeruulem to besiege it: but they could not overcome iL And 
when it mi told to tbe house of DariJ, tbut Syria was supported by Epb- 
nim, the heart of tlie king and tbe btait oF his people ma moved, ai tbe 

3. tree* of the fbrast ore moved Itefora tlie wind. And Jkhovih said to Iiaial^ 
Go out now to meet Ahaz; thou, and Sheaijoshub, thy son, at theendofihe 

4. aqaeduct of the upper pool, st the causeway ol tbe Fuller's field. And thou 
shalt say unto him. 

Take heed, and be still : fear not, neilhsr let thy heart be bint. 

Because of the two tails of ttiese smokiog firebrands j 

Fo( the fierce wrath of Retsin, eod of the loa of Remalish ; 

5. Because Syria hath deviled evil against thee, 
Ephraim, and the son of Remaliah, saying, 

G. "Let us go up against Judah, and harrans it; 

And let m rendoffa part of it for ourEelvesj 
And let ns set a king to reign In the midst of it. 
Even the lan of Tabeal I" ■ 

7. Tlius asith tbe Lord Jehovih : 

It shall not stand, neither shall it be. 

8. Though the head of Syria be Damascus, 
And the head of Damascus Betsia, 
Yet within threescore and five years 

Eptiraim shall be bntken, that he be no more a people i 

9. Though the head of Epbraim be Samaria, 
And Uie bead of Samaria Remaliah's son ; 

If ye believe not in me, ye shall not be established, 

10. And JSBOVtH spake yet agun to Ahaz, saying, 

II. Ask tbee a sign from Jkbov&h thy God; 

Go deep to the grave '. .or high to tiie heaven above 1 

12. And Ahaz said, I will.'not ask, neitbec will I tempt Jebovati. And he said, 

13, Hear ye now, O bouse of David : 

Ii it a imall thing for you to weary men, 

That ye should weary my God also } ', 
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14. Th«rtf<»rf JBHovA9kimMlfibaUgi?efot A tigo} 

Behold, th9 virgin conceiTetb, and beareth a loo. 

And she tbaU call his name Immanud. 
Id. . Butter and honey shall he eat» 

When he shall know to refuse what is ^rfl^ and ehoose what is good : 
Mb For before this child shall know 

To refuse the evil, and to choose the good. 

The land shall bcMcome desolate 

By whose two kings thou art distressed. - 

Now, my friends, is it not manifest, that the birth of Immanubl was 
to be a Agn to Ahaz of returning^ prosperity, which was to occur, 
and did occur, in his own day? it was for this reason, that the 
child thus promised, and given as a token of divine protection, was 
named Immanuel f''' God toUh u$,*') because his birth was an earnest 
and pledge that Jehovah was with his people. But the name no 
more implies the Deity of the promised intant, than Mr. Bagot's 
name of Daniel proves him to oe '' God my Judqe/' which is its 
literal English ; or than mine of John proves me to be "the mbrciful 
Jbhotah !'' It is manifest from, the passages themselves, that the 
name is applied to our Lord by the evangelist, in the same sense in 
which it was previously given to the child Immanuel, who was born 
in the reign of Ahaz, because our Saviour's birth also was a pledge 
and sign of the favour of God to his people. 

It is unnecessary for me to enter into any detailed examination 
of IsA. ix. 6, because Mr. Bagot himself admitted — what his par. 
tizans are generally very reluctant to allow — that this passage is 
connected in the narrative with that in the 7th chapter, and applies 
to the same person. Now, as the former indubitably refers, in the book 
of Isaiah, to the child whose birth was a sign to Ahaz, and took 
place in his reign ; it follows that the latter, viz. Isaiah ix. 6, does 
not apply to our Saviour. In perfect accordance with this statement, 
it will be found, that this passage is never quoted as a prophecy, 
nor even in any way applied to our Lord in the New Testament 
It would be easy to show, that titles and names (for the verse of Isa. 
ix. 6, is nothing but a name,) just as lofty as any which here occur, 
are bestowed in the Old Testament, on various personages of dis- 
tinction. But this is rendered unnecessary by Mr. Bagot's ad- 
mission, that the two passages in Isa. vii. 14, and Isa. ix. 6, i^efer 
to the same individual. 

Another passage on which Mr. Bagot laid much stress, on tliis 
as on former occasions, is John i. 1, " In the beginning was the word, 
and the word was with God, and the word was Ged, The same was 
in the beginning with God, All things were made by him, and unth^ 
out him was not any thina made that was made" — My Rev. opponent 
acts wisely in putting this passage prominently forward in defence 
of his proposition ; for this passage, and its continuation in the 14th 
terse, afford the only instances in which the term " Word/* which he 
imagines to be the proper name of the divine nature of Christ, is 
supposed to be applied to our Lord at all. For you may observe, 
— if you could attend to the voluble muster-roll of texts that, were 
yesterday poured forth like a torrent into our ears,— in not one of 
them, save these now before us, did the phrase occur, on which Mr. 
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logy for deacribing the most important aod fuDdamental doctrine of 
the Bible, Bhonld be Tound bat in one solitary context, from Genesis 
to Retbiation! Strange that the Sacred Writers knew so littl« 
about the langnage which they ought to employ, for expressing their 
own doctrines, or, rather, the heaven-tanght doctrines which they 
were commissioned to record 1 Pity that some champion of modern 
orthodoxy had not been at their elbow ai they wrote, to correct the 
inaccuracies of iheir style, and to instruct them In the phraseol(^ 
which it was proper to employ ! 

On this passage of Scripture, however, now before ns, it is worthy ' 
of remark, that sereral learned men hare been of opinion, that by 
the " Word," we are not here to anilentand the person of Christ, but 
the vitdom of God which dwelt in him. 

But, leaviag this observation out of view altogether, and allowing 
the common tranalalion to stand anallered, the phrase, " Tht Wotu 
wag God," no more proves his Supreme Deity than the language, 
** Thi* 11 my body, thii U my blood," proves the doctrine of Traosuh- 
slantiation ; and as all Protestants think IhemBelves joslified in ex- 
plaining the latter phrase to mean, "This represenli my body and 
my blood," because the sense of the passage and the nature of 
things require it ; ho are we bound to explain the last clause of this 
1st verse of John in a simitar sense, if we would avoid fastening on 
them a contradiction and an absurdity. Let it be observed, that 
although the same word, God, occurs twice in this verse, the phrase 
is not the same in the original. In ibe first instance, the noun has 
the emphatic article which limits its signification, so that it can 
denote no other than (he Supreme Being. In the latter instance, it 
stands alone ; and, of course, may be construed tn a wider lente — in 
a sense similar lo that in which it is so often applied to Judges; 
Prophets, and Magistrates ; — as in Exod. vii. 1, where it is given to 
Moses ; in Exod. xxi. 6, where, in the original, it is given to the 
ordinary civil Judges ; in 1 Sah. ii. 26, " If one man sin agatml 
another, the Judge (Heb. the GodJ shall judge him;" 1 Sam. xxviii. 
13, " / saw Gods (literally, a god) coming up out of the earth." It 
is freely allowed, that in all these instances the context and circum- 
stances of the case sufficiently show that the Supreme Deity is not 
meant : and the same, I do contend, is the case in the verse before 
QS ; for when it is affirmed in the clause preceding, that the Word 
seat mlh the true God, — >and the same declaration is repealed in the 
clause which follows, — how can we, without violaling the first prin- 
ciples of criticism, for one moment imagine, that the Word is the 
same God with whom he is ?— the more especially, when the suppres- 
sion of the article in the second clause manifestly marks the transi- 
tion from the particular to the more general signification of the term 
God! And (his conclusion is rendered still more imperative when 
we read, in the 3d verse, that the creation effected by Christ (whe. 
ther moral or material, is nolhiug to the purpose) was effected by him 
■a an instrument in the^hande of the Most High ; for here, as else. 
where, and in all the pass^es where creation is ascribed to Christ, 
X is siud to have been effected Ay him, t. e. through or ^ meant of 
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him ; sach being the proper meaning of the phrase, d/d witli a gent- 
ti?^ not MT^ 

I know it will be said, as it has been said, in opposition to this 
view of John i. 1, that it is incorrect to argue for any distinction 
between the meaning of the word Ood in the two clauses, founded on 
the absence of the article in the second instance ; since, in the latter 
clause, the term occurs in ike predicate of a proposition, of which the 
subject has the article ; and, tnerefore, as we are told, according to 
the Greek idiom, does not admit of its insertion. To show, however, 
that the Greek language does admit of the construction in question, 
I adduce the following passage from the writings of Eusebius, a 
Greek himself, who spoke the Greek language vernacularly, and 
wrote for those who spoke it — who was a man of high rank in the 
court and confidence of the Emperor Constantine, and was also 
Bishop of Nicomedia; one of the prelates who sat at the Council of 
Nice, and one of the most learned of all the ancient Fathers. This 
eminent individual says, upon the passage now before us : " The 
Evangelist clearly indicates the nature of the Word, by subjoining 
Tud 6thi iv i A&voiy [and the Word was a god,] although he might 
have said, xai o 0shg vy o Aoyog, [and the Word was the God,] with 
the addition of the article, [before BiSg, in the Greek,] if he had 
thought that the Father and the Son are one and the same, and that 
the Son is God over all.'' 

Such is the opinion of the learned Eusebius. Let those who 
think Bishop Middleton a better Greek scholar^ adhere to his au- 
thority ! 

Another text on which Mr. Bagot seemed to lay considerable 
stress, Is Jer. xxiii. 6, 6, where he says our Lord is called, " Jehovah 
our righteousness ;** and this being a divine title, our Saviour must 
be God. Grant the inference ; and turn to Jer. xxxiii. 16, where we 
read : *' In those days shall Judah he saved, and Jerusalem shall dwell 
safely ; and this is the name wherewith she shall he called^ Jehovah 
OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS." Here, then, if there be any soundness in Mr. 
Bagot's logic in the former case, the city of Jerusalem is proved to 
be the Supreme Being. 

And here I cannot help recalling to your minds Mr. Bagot's decla- 
ration, that on this principle he would be ready to maintain the proper 
Deity of Isaiah and of Peter, if he found the same terms were 
applied to them in common with God, as he thinks is the case with 
respect to Christ and the Father. Now I hold him to the spirit of 
this declaration ; and I do so the more readily, because it will serve 
to show the force and cogency of those ingenious inferences which 
have been so much relied on in this discussion. 

In the passage from Isaiah which I read to you a few minutes 
since, we find (ver. 4) that it was Isaiah who spoke to Ahaz. But 
in a subsequent verse ( 10), it appears that it must have been God 
himself who ottered the words ; for we read there, that " Jehovah 
spake yet again to Ahaz," clearly implying that it was he who had 
spoken before. Here then the performance of the same act is ascribed 
to Isaiah and to Jehovah ; consequently, on Mr. Bagol's principle, 
IsAUH is Jehovah ! and he is bound to maintain his proper Deity ! 
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You will remember that Mr, Bagol, after showing that the term 
Saviour is applied to Christ in Scripture, rereired to lu. xliii. 11, 
"I am tht Lard, and btttde me there i» no Saviour." The iDference, 
—or deduction,— or conclDsion ia, that Christ is Jehovah : of course 
he haa\i proper Deity, Bui in Neheh. ix. 27, we read — 

And In the time oftbeir tronble, ohen thej (tbeebildreDi>rtirae1) cried unlothee, 
thon heardal tbem rrom heawD ; aod, aoconliiig to tby nunifald merciea, tbou gsTcn 
tbem Satiodu, wbo ured Uiem oat of tbe band of tbeir enemiea. 

If there be any force or cogency in the former argument, all the per. 
tont who were Satiodrb to the children of Israd, must have been 
divine incarnations, and each possessed of a proper Deity of hit own f 

Again, in Gen. xlviii, 21, Joseph says, " God will bring you out 
of this land." — But in Exod. xxxii. 7, " Tbe Lord said unto Moses, 
Go ! get thee down ! for thy people which thou brougbtest out of 
the land of Egypt have corrupted themselves." Tbe same work is 
thus ascribed to Moses and to God ; and therefore Mosss is perfect 
God and per/eel man. 

The same inference follows much mora strongly from Exod. 
XV. 36 ; — a passage which, I fearlessly assert, is more conclusive of 
the Divinity of Moses, than any that has been adduced in proof of 
the proper Deity of the Word : 

And nc [i. e. Hoskb} siid. If tbou wilt diligently hearken to tlie voice of tbe 
Lord thj God, and wilt do that whieh it tight in his Eigh^ and wilt gire ear to his 
conunandmentB, and keep all his statutes, I will put none of these diieaies upon thee 
which I have brought apoo the Esjptians : fori jiu the Lobd tst God !^ 

Had such a declaration as this proceeded from the lips of Christ, 
how convincing a proof of his Supreme Deity it won] d have been 
held to be ! Again we read in — 

Hjin. xiK. 4, 5. He mho made them in the beginniitg, made tbem mate and 
female ; and said, " For Uis cause iball a man leave father and mothci, and shall 
cIcBTc to his wife ; and they twain shall be one flesh." 

" Jit who made Ihem in tke beginning' undoubtedly was God ; and to 
him most diatmclly is the sentiment ascribed by our Saviour. But 
we find in — 

. Gek. ii. 33, 34. And Adam laid, • • Tfaerefoie shall a maa leave hii &ther 
•DdJiis mother, and shall cleave unto hii wife ; and they shall be one flesh. 
Id this passage, the words are with equal distinctness attributed to 
Adam. Hence, by this " lyllogitm," as Mr. Bagot would call it, 
Adah is idenliSed with the Scprbhe Being ! I leave it to your, 
selves to decide, whether tbis argument does not prove the proper 
Deity of Adam, as forcibly as many of those pass^es adduced by 
Mr. Bagot prove the proper Deity of the Word. 

In Exod. iii. 14, God said unto Moses, " I am that I am '." and 
in 1 Cor. kv. 10, the Apostle Paul says of himself, " By the grace 
of God, I AM THAT I am." Thus the same thing ia asserted of Paul, 
which is elsewhere spoken of Deily j the clear inference being, that 
hei» God, if Mr. Bagol's mode of making out doctrines be correct, 

"All power is given unto me," says Christ^: and this we are required 
to receive as a pnof o( his omnipotence. " I can do all things through 
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Christ which strengrtheneth me/' says St. Paul, in Phil. if. 13 ;^ 
a manifest confirmation of the former arf^oment. 

'^Thou knowbst all things : thou knoweti that 1 love thee P* 
said Peter to our Saviour; thus, as Mr. Bagot tells us, ascribing to 
him omniscience. And the Apostle John says, in his general Epistle 
to all Christians, " Ye have an unction from the Holy One, and know 
ALL THINGS" (I JoHN ii. 20); SO that all the members of the Church 
of Christ in the time of the Apostle, were incarnations of the Deity. 

Christ will jud^e the world : therefore, says Mr. Bagot, be is God. 
But the twelve Jipostlet are to judge the twelve tribes of Israel, ac» 
cording to our Saviour^i own words in Matt. xix. 28. And the 
Apostle Paul declares, with express reference to the Church at 
Corinth, "The saints shall judge the world:" therefore they have also 
a proper Deity of their own ! 

Thus by Mr. Bagot's sublime logic, we find that the city of Jeru- 
salem is God, — and Adam is God,— and Moses is God,— and the 
Prophet Isaiah is God, — and the many Saviours of the people of 
Israel are God, — and the twelve Apostles are God, — and the mem- 
bers of the Church at Corinth are God,— and all the Christians in 
the days of the Apostle John are God ! Mr. Bagot will, no doubt, 
be*^ greatly obliged to me, for supplying whatever desire he might feel 
for additional persons in the Godhead. If I have not found out the 
two whom he named in that capacity, I have discovered one of them; 
and I hope he will allow, that I have done my best to furnish him 
with a respectable number of substitutes for the other. Let Mr. 
Bagot go on : let him produce some more of his wire -drawn infer, 
ences; increase the number of these most logical deductions a</ 
infinitum ; and then either admit, that all the persons referred to 
have each a proper Deity of his own ; — or else — have the openness 
and manliness to avow, that all his scriptural allusions, and inferences, 
and fine-spun deductions, are but empty, flimsy sophismSf^^^orr worth 
A RUSH ! 

Mr. bagot. — I wish to put to Mr. Porter two questions. 

Mr. porter.— The rules only allow the privilege of asking one, 
and I will answer no more. 

Mr. bagot. — ^Then I will propose my two questions in the form 
of one. 

Mr. porter.— If so, I shall answer only one of them. 

Mr. bagot.— I wish to ask Mr. Porter, whether I did not yester- 
day, at the close of the meeting, offer him a list of all the texts quoted 
in my address, which he declined? 

Mr. porter.— Most unquestionably you did : and I declined 
your offer, simply because it would have taken all the lime between 
the close of yesterday's proceedings, and the commencement of to- 
day's, to hunt out and compare so many references ; even without 
deducting any portion for sleep, and other necessary refreshment. 

Mr. bagot.— You may have them still, if you please. 

Mr. porter.— I thank you ; but I can do without them. 
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Mr. porter,— My Tiiends, sncb of you ob were present yester. 
<1ay, tvill recottecl tbM I brought forward several texts, embodying 
the maitt poiDls tyf the Scriptare doctrine of religiouB worship. 

The Rnt class of texts to which I adverted, as supporting my 
views on (he subject, were those in which Gon, the F&thbk, is 
reprMtnUd by Jttut Christ as Ikt only object ofreligioiM adoration. 

After adducing a number of exam^^es containing the express 
declarations of out Saviour to this effect, I next adverted to a class 
of pauoges which proved ihiot o»r Saviour addressed hii own prayers 
to Ged. the FatAa; only. 

From the influence which the precept and example of Christ 
ought always to have upon every person who is a member of hts 
church, and professes to be his disciple, I argued that we are also 
bound to address our worship to Goa,lhA Father, oidy ; since we over- 
step his express command, and go beyond bisrepeated and intelli- 
gible example, when we offer op prayers to any other person or 
being than God, the Father. When we do so, we deviate from onr 
adherence to that authority with which, as Christians, we are bound to 
comply. Upon these two classes of tests, therefore, I might rest the 
whole of my argttment relative to the prtmr object of religions wor. 
sbip under the Christiaa disfKoaation. I am quite sure, that, toony 
well-regulated mind, (he reasons already adduced would be decisive on 
theenbjecL If men weie notnnfortUDately under the inflaence of 
feelings imbibed in early education ; if ihey were not imbued from 
their childhood with prejadices and prepossessions which have grown 
with their growth, and strengthened with their strength, until they 
have become part and parcel of their mental constitution ; if it were 
not that, in many cases, they regard those opinions which they have 
long cherished as so sacred and venerable, that even to qnestion them, 
and to bring them to the test of the declarations of Scripture, is oft^i 
contemplated as something that is impious and awful ; — I am satis- 
fed, that the express teaching of Christ— the doctrine of our Lord 
and Saviour, sanctioned by his uniform example, would be, as it 
oaght to be, decisive on the point. 

But I have not yet done with my ai^ument on this part of the 
subject. It is now my duty to lay before you a number of texts 
which will show what was the influence of Christ's language and 
uniform example upon those persons with whom that teaching and 
example would carry the most religious weight. I allude toAuowM 
immediate diseiplet, who were inspired by the Spirit of God; and 
who were raised up and quali6ed for the situation of teachers and 
expounders of that Gospel which Christ came to promulgate. I 
' shall now, therefore, advert to a number of— 
N 
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PASSAGES WHICH PROVE THAT THE DISClPtGS OF CHRIST ADDRESSED 
RELIGIOUS WORSHIP TO GOD, THE FATHER, ONLY. 

In readiag those passages, I shall, in order to save your time and 
my own, omit words that are not necessary to the connexion. If^ 
however, I leave out any expression which may appear to militate, 
in any degree, against the sense which I attribute to the phrase, or 
to give a different signification to the context, my reverend opponent 
will, doubtless, afford you the means of correcting any erroneous 
impression that may be thus made. This general observation I make 
now, once for all : The words which I omit, I leave out solely because 
they do not bear directly on the precise point which I have in view. 

Acts iv. 24 — 30. They lifted up their voice to God with one accord, and said. 
Lord, tbou art God ! • • And now • • grant • • that signs and wonders may be 
done by the name of thy holy child Jesus, 

The Apostles therefore prayed " to God,*' that signs and wonders 
might be done through the name " of his holy child Jesus." Words 
could not more expressly prove, that Jesus, the holy child, is not 
himself includeci in that address with which the prayer commences. 
In this solemn act of devotion, he is expressly distinguished from 
God. 

Rom. i. 8, 9, I thank mt God, through Jesus Christ, for you all ; that your 
faith' is spoken of through the whole world : for God is mt wixirvss, whom I serve 
with my spirit, in the Gospel qfhis Son, that, without ceasing, I make mention of you 
always in mt pratsrs. 

In these words also there is a manifest distinction drawn between 
God and Jesus Christ ; and a proof afforded that God was not that 
very Christ, through whom God was thanked. The Apostle does 
not say one word of thanking Christ by prayer. He thanks God, 
through Jesus Christ, He does not call the Son to witness his asse. 
verations ; but the God whom he serves, in the Gospel of his Son, 
The whole connexion shows, that Paul addressed his prayer to God 
alone, whom he expressly distinguishes from the Son of God. 

Rom. XV. 6. * * That ye may with one mind and one voice glorify God, even 
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 

What God were the Roman Christians exhorted to glorify by mind 
and mouth P Let the words of Paul himself answer the question : 
" God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ /" 

Eph. i. 16, 17. I cease not to give thanks for you, making mention of you tii my 
prayers ; that the God of our lard Jesus Christ, the Father of glosit, may 
give unto you the spirit of wisdom. 

Observe in this passage likewise, how the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
THE Father of glory, and not our Lord Jesus Christ himself, is 
represented as the being addressed, and to be addressed, in prayer. 

£PH. iii. 15, 16. For this cause I bow my knees unto the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, of whom the whole family in heaven and earth is named, that 
he would grant you, &c. ^ 

Phil. iv. 6, 7. Be careful for nothing : hut in every thing, by prayer and suppli- 
cation with thanksgiving, let your requests be made known unto God : and the peace 
of Qod, which passeth all understanding, shall keep your hearts and minds, through 
Cnrist Jesus, 
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The mere reading; of these passages is sufficient to prove Ihe doctrine 
concerning the object of primilire Chrislion worship, which I am 
DOW engaged in establishing. 

1 TaEsi. i. 3, 3. We give thuiki to God * * for jou, mahiDg mentian of jon 
in our prafers ) remeniberins without ceasing jour work of bitb • • ii« our Lard 
Jenu CArut, in the light of OOK God and Fathbr. 

In this text the some distinction is cRrefully preserved, which we 
have so often shown to exist, between " God tbe Father," who 
was the object of prayer, Eind " our Lord Jenu Christ." Indeed the 
Aposttes never fdl into tbe absurdity of praying to any other than 
Ihe one God. 

2 I'm. i. 3, 9. Grace, mercy, and peace, from God, thb Fatheh, and ChrUt 
Jena our Lard. I thank God, [^&§ni £%w, I am grateful to God,] that without 
eeaihig I have remembiBnca uf (W in m; prajren, night uid daj. 

Here also Paul makes and marks the same distinction between the 
Supreme Being, to whom his gratitude was expressed, and the Lord 
Jesus Christ 

1 JoHK iii. 22. Whatsoererwe lut, we receive of him (God), because we keep 
his commanduicnts. * • [23.] And this is his commandment, that we ahnuld bclicTe 
OB tbe name of hu Son Jettu Christ, and lore one another, as he gare us comniand- 



made before, that no distinctioo can be more clear than that « 
the early disciples uniformly drew between the God whom alone 
they worshipped, and bis Son Jesus Christ our Lord. 

As Mr. Bt^ot has relied so much on Ihe honours paid to Christ, — 
which he has, in perfect consistency with one part of bis theory, and 
in perfect opposition to another portion of it. represented as Divine 
Worship, — it seems tome, that 1 may usefully occupy a little of your 
time in giving a very brief outline of the doctrine of Scripture on 
that subject. 

It is, I believe, admitted by divines and scholars of all sects and 
parties, that the term " woTskip,''l bolh in Scripture and in other 
compositions, is susceptible of various meanings. 

In the first place, it indicates the presentation, by rational beings, 
oF their adoration and hom^e to the MoH High God. That the 
word has this sense, admits of no doubt, nor is it denied by any one. 
it is needless, therefore, to adduce passages in support of it. 

But there is another sense, in some respects analogous, though 
in other respects distinct, in which the term is frequency employed 
in the Sacred Volume. It often means the outward manifestation 
of respect and deference to afellvw-ereature, who is superior in raukj 
station, or endowments, to tbe party offering it. 

Though this sense of the word is fully admitted among divines 
and theologians of every class, yet,— as Mr. Bagot bos throughout 
this discuBsioD shown ateodency to admit nothing, how plain soever, 
and how freely soever flowed elsewhere, that can by possibility 
militate agunst bis second proposition— I shall adduce a few ail- 
ments in proof. I find such in 

Jo«HDA v. 14. • • "Ai topjain o/ the host of the Iord am / no» come." 
Aad JosbuB fell on liis face to the earth, and did wobbuip; and said imto liim. 
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•"WkattaHAm^ Lord umU kit ierwMtf" [15.] And the oaptaia of the Lobb^'« 
host laid, &e. 

Daiiikl ii. 46. Then the king, NebaohadnezMr^ feli oa tii> fiM^ ami wort^p- 
ped Daniel, and said unto him, &c. 

M4TT. mn, 861. The tervant, therdbra, fell down, cmd worshipped him (the 
king), saying, ** Lord, have patience with me, and I wiU ]Miy thee all I" 



LiJKB xW. 10. Thm »haU ihou haoe worship in the psetenee of them that sitiit 
meat with thee. 

This verse shows that King James' translators understood the 
term *' warjiif* with the latiinde for which I contend. In the ori. 
ginal, the word is still stronger : it is "glory,** d6^a ; the same which 
is used in the song of the angels at the nativity^ " Glory to God in 
the highest.'' 

Rbt. iii. 7. And lo lAe an^el pf lAe Ckort^ ia Philadelphia write, • • * * 
[9.] '* Behold I will make them of the ^nagogue of Satan who say tiiey are Jews, 
and are not, but do lie : behold, I will make them to come, and worship before thy 
feet" 

By the angel of Oie church, most commentators agree that the pastor 
or hishop is designated. 

1 Chrow. xaix. 20. And David said to all the congregation^ Nfim bless the 
Lord your God; and all the congregation blessed the Lord God of their 
lathers, and bowed down their bead% and worshipped the Lord and the hin^ 
{irffi^ixdvr^gouiy LXX.) 

If this had been said of Christ, it would have been 'supposed to 
furnish an irrefragable proof of bis proper Deity. 

Gsir. xxiii. 7. And Abraham stood up, and bowed himself (^ir^cixvn^ffe, 
LXX. worshipped) to the peoffle of the land, even to the efaildren of Hetb. 

6ek. xxiii. 12. And Abraham bowed down himself before the people of the land 
'{^r^txvvriaify LXX. worshipped,) 

Gew. xlix. 8. Judah, thou art he whom thy brethren shall praise; • • • thy 
lather's children shall bow down before thee {irQO(fKUVfi<fov(fi^ LXX. shall worship. ) 

I think I have now established, by these examples, the secondary 
meaning of the term icorship. If Mr. Bagot deny that it has this 
secondary meaning, he will have an opportunity of nrginghisobjec- 
tions in his reply. Now, the question is» Whether the worship which 
was several times paid to Christ, as we read in the New Testament, 
is of this secondary kindj or whether it is of that distinctly rdigious 
nmiure which is due only to the Supreme Being* 

And upon this subject, I shall quote to you the opinion of Dr. 
Wardlaw, whose name, I suspect, will carry as much weight with it, 
in the minds of most Trinitarians, as that of Mr. Bagot's bishop. 
It is most true, as Mr. Bagot slated yesterday, that Dr. Wabi^ 
LAW is not L»rd Bishop of JDromore; but, sim^y, an Ladependent 
Minister in Glasgow ; a Dissenter from a Presbyterian establishment ; 
and, therefore, two degrees below the humblest member in the 
lowest rank of an episcopal hierarchy. Yet I imagine, that he is 
not less distinguished as a writer, than the Right Rev. Dr. Saihun ; 
who, I believe, is my reverend opponent's diocesan ; but of whosst 
contributions to science, theology, or literature, not being a universal 
reader* I confess, I have yet to learn. Dr. Wardlaw admits, that. 



in the iiutooces of worship paid to Christ while on earili, '■ iha iind 
and degrtt of the iot^ded Domage cannot with certainty be asoer- 
taioed." If it cociiot with certainty be ascertained, it cannot be 
made the foundation of an argument. 

The passages which remain are those is Heb. 1. 6; 3 Coe. xii. 8; 
and several in the book of Revelations. — But be it observed, aH 
these are instanues of homage rendered when Christ wot j>tr$onaU]/ 
prtsettt. 

In Hbb. i. 6, God is represented as Introdacing the Son into th& 
world, and saying, "Let all the angels worship him." — Here the 
Son is manifestly supposed to be one of the parties present In 
2 Cob. xii. 8, the Apostle says, that " kt betomght the Lord tiriee," 
that the thorn might depart from him ; and the context (verse 9) 
renders it highly probable, that the Lord Jesus Christ is intended; 
but it a]so gives us strong reason to believe, (verses, 2, 3, 4,);that 
the supplication was presented when the Apostle was caught up into 
the third heaven or " paradise," and when he had ibe Lord Jesus 
standing manifest before bim. It is perfectly plain, that the homage 
presented to the Lamb in the book of Revelations, was presented 
in his presence. These incidents, therefore, come precisely under 
the description of those that Dr. Wakdlaw designates as " of such 
a nature, that the kind and de^ee of the intended faoui^e cannot 
wWi certainty be atcertained ;" because, when he was personally pre- 
sent, worship such as that referred to in the texts I have quoted, 
— the outward testimony of respect and reverence — would naturally 
and properly be presented to him. Nor is there any Unitarian who 
would feel the least disinclination — nay, there is none who would not 
experience the most beart-felt delight and transport — in rendering to 
him this homage of their gratitude and revere-nce. And this, let me 
tell Mr. Bagot, and others who entertain Trinitarian views, is one of 
those sublime delights which we hope to enjoy in that heaven to 
which we humbly aspire, in firm reliance on God's mercy through 
Christ, and in total defiance of the denunciations of the Athana- 
sian creed. 

Mr. Bagot has adduced the expression applied to Christians in 
the received translation of several of the Apostolic Epistles, as "call, 
ina upon the name of the Lord," in proof that they were in the habit 
or worshipping Christ. But I pledge my reputation as a scholar, 
that the grammatical structure will just as readily admit of rendering 
these passages differently from the common version ; which, being 
made by Trinitariaos, naturally favours their doctrines in most 
doubtful cases. They may be translated so that they will read as 
foHows ; and thus, I think, they ought to be rendered : 

Acts in. 14. And bere be hath authority fnim the chief priosti to bind all thai 
are caUtd hy thy nan*. Ter. 21. Is not this he nho destroyed them tiiat areraUed 
by thii none Id Jerasalem ? 

ACTsxxii. 16. Ariie, and be |np(iscd, and i>|ub tn».jtbjuns,lalingiifo*thg»tif 

I Cos. i. 2. Unto the Church of God at CoriDth, — with all that in ever; place 
an caiUd bg the name a/ Jeius Chriit out Lord. 

I need not advert to Acts ii. 21 ; because it is suSicienlly clear 



to the attenHre reader, that the word "Lord" is (here a synonym e 
for " God :'* and Mr. Bagot cannot assign it to Christy without as- 
soming the very point in question between him and me in this dis- 
cussion. 

The only other passage to which I think it necessary to refer at 
length, is the circumstance recorded respecting the martyrdom of 
Stbphbn: 

Acts yii. 59, 60. And they stoned Stephen, invoking [that is, invoking Jesus, 
whom he had just before beheld in a glorious vision, standing on the right hand of 
God, and whom be had thus ascertained to be within hearing of his prayer] and say- 
ing, O Lord Jesus, leceive my spirit. And he kneeled down, and cried with a loud 
Toice^ Loid, lay not this sin to their charge. 

Upon this last clause, Mr. Bagot seems disposed to ask, as the Jews 
had done before. Who can forgive sins, but God only ? To which I 
answer, — as our Saviour did, — that his miracles attested that '< the 
Son of man has (J^ou<r/ay) a commission, or delegated authority, to 
forgive sins.'' I may mention, moreover, that some have rendered 
the terms k6^/i IjjtfoD, not " O Lord Jesus," but " O Lord of Jesus ;" 
and that there is nothing in the grammatical structure of the phrase 
to militate against that translation. 

The Benedictions wherein the name of Christ is introduced, have 
been adduced as prayers presented to him by the Apostles. But 
they are not prayers at all. They are not addressed to him, nor to 
any one. They are spoken in the third person, and are merely pious 
and Christian wishes, expressed on behalf of the persons to whom 
the writings are addressed. That this is the case, is perfectly plain 
from 1 Cor. xvi. 23, 24 : "The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be 
with you. My love be with you all in Christ Jesus ;" — and from 
Rev. i. 4, 5 : " John, to the seven churches which are in Asia : 
Grace be unto you, and peace from him who is, and who was, and 
who is to come ; and from the seven spirits, which are before his 
throne ; and from Jesus Christ, who is the faithful witness, and the 
first-begotten from the dead, and the Prince of the kings of the 
earth. If, then, the benedictions in which the name of Christ 
occurs, are to be regarded as proofs of his proper Deity, — most un- 
questionably this last qubted passage will prove that the seven minis- 
tering spirits, which wait before the throne of God, are likewise to be 
regarded as persons of the Godhead. In fact, I have not the slight, 
est doubt, that, had the; writer of this book mentioned ** the Holy 
Spirit/' in place of " the seven spirits which are before the throne," 
the passage would have been adduced as a triumphant proof of the 
doctrine of the Trinity. — I have not time to enter upon a new argu- 
ment. 



Mr. BAGOT.— I will not refer to the notes which I have taken 
of Mr. Porter's last speech, until I have brought up my arrears, by 
answering the remainder of the arguments which he yesterday ad- 
vanced. And I shall first allude to three or four points which I 
consider of little weight, but upon which some persons are frequently 
inclined to lay considerable stress. He alluded to a long catalogue 
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of words which have been associated with this controversy ; such as 
"peraons," " hypostases, ''"dislinclioiiB," &c.; and he founded nn ar- 
gument upon the adopUon of these terms by TTinitariana, against the 
Deity of ChrisL Now, I beg to say, that these words are just as 
good as the words " omniscience," " omnipotence," and " omnipre- 
sence," which Mr. Porter freqaently employs, to describe the know- 
ledge, power, and presence of the Deity ; and that the tatter are oa 
unscriptural as the former. But I did not come here to argue aboat 
wordt. It bas been well remarked, that "Logomachy is unworthy 
of a lover of truth ;" and to enter upon a discussion about mere 
words, would be a ludicrous occupation of our time. I did not come 
here to argue about the meaning of such terms ; but about the doc- 
trines contained in the propositions printed in [be placard of the 
subject of discussion, and of the regulations, which have been mutu- 
ally assented to ; and I shall not suffer myself to be drawn beyond 
the confines of these propositions. 

In another remark of Mr. Porter's, he produced a list of brother 
Unitarians, which I do not think there was any necessity to bring 
forward. He spoke of Price and Priestley— of Belshah and of 
BttwcE, Now, I wish to ask whether, when Mr, Porter introduced 
the names of these individuals before this auditory, he was aware of 
all the sentiments which they entertained and published. Was be 
aware that Dr. Priestley, in the Theological Repository, Vol. IV. 
p. 435, under the signature of" Pampbilus," published the following 
doctrine ? 

When CbcUt U said to hava had d< 
pnssioD to his being; free fmm overt 
would coDdemn as base and nrong. 

Was be aware that Belsbam, in his Calm Enquiry, p. 190, baa pro- 
mntgated the following sentiment ? 

Whether this perfection of ehamcter in public life, combined »jth the geoeral 
declaiatioDi of hia freedom from i^in, established, or were intended to c&tablish, the 
fact, that Jesus, through Che whole course of hi> piivate life, *as completelf exempt 
from all the errors and fellings of htunaD nature, is a qoesliou of no great intrinsic 
moment, and concerning which we bate no luAcieot datato lead to a SBtis^tDry 
conclusion. 

O Christ! is it possible, that intellects such as these should have 
arisen in the eighteenth century after thy crucifixion, to give the lie 
to that only problem, which Jehovah and the Devil are united in 
substantiating by their concurring testimony ; for the everlasting 
Father proclaimed, at the baptism of the Saviour, "This is my be- 
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased ;" and Satan himself was 
constrained to acknowledge jhat he found nothing in him, and to 
recognise him as the holy and immaculate Son of God ! 

I ask, also. Was Mr. Porter aware, when he mentioned the name 
of Dr. Bruce, that respected individual, who is now in this assembly, 
of the canon of inlerpreting Scripture which that writer has broached J 
Was be aware that Dr. Bruce lays it down as a principle, that no 
doctrine of Scripture is of primary and etaential importance, unless 
it be revealed by all of the four Evangelists F Upon this principle, 
how easily could I yesterday have replied to Mr. Porter's arguments 



from Ma»k xtlf. 32, by simply saying, that the doctrine of the linrited 
knowledge of Christ Is not essential, since this passage which teaches 
that doctrine occurs in only two of the Evangelists ?^ But do I now 
enjoy the privilege of lifting op my voice to the glory of Christ, 
within these walls which have so frequently re-echoed to the eloquent 
—would that I could add, the evangelical — discourses of that vener- 
able and venerated individual ! Methmks it would now impart to 
my soul the highest and most intense satisfaction, which, as a Chris, 
tian, I could experience, if God would inform me, by the revelation 
of his Spirit, that it was so ordained^ in the arrangements of his pro- 
vidence, that the respected man to whom I refer should have survived 
the term of his ordinary ministerial activity, in order to have, as it 
were, a respite time in which he might renounce his former principles, 
so as to derive comfort from that sweet invitation of the Saviour, 
which is mentioned by only one Evangelist, " Come unto me, all ye 
that are weary and heavy laden, and I will give you rest ;" and from 
those glorious declarations of Christ, which are recorded In the lOth 
.of John, " I am the door*' — "I am the good rfiepherd : the good 
shepherd giveth his life for the flheep*'— « I am the good shepherd, 
and know my sheep, and am known of mine ;" and those other pre- 
cious "I AMS," whicli are recorded by the beloved disciple, and which 
so often minister sweet consolation and encouragement to the meek 
and humble follower of the Lamb ! 

Mr. Porter has asserted over and over again, that the doctrine of 
the Deity of Christ is so mysterious and awfully sublime tn its na- • 
tnre, that, if true, it ought to have been written in such visible charac 
ters, that be who runs may read ; and to have been revealed so con.« 
spicuously, as to produce immediate conviction. As to the doctrine 
of the Deity of Christ illuminating every page of Scripture, I main- 
tain that, in a general sense, it does : this I have already proved, and 
will advance further proofs of the same. But I deny that tne evidence 
for the Deity of Christ is of such a kind, as irresistibly to produce 
conviction ; for — mark what I say 1 — there is a difference between 
evidence which is sufficient to convince, and evidence which is so over- 
whelming as that it must necessarily and unavoidably produce con- 
viction. Were not, for instance, the miracles which Christ performed 
sufficient to convince the Jews that he was the Messids P Certainly 
they were. But did they, in all cases, actually produce this con- 
viction ? Certainly they did not ; for many of the Jews rejected the 
testimony which he offered. So also the heavens sufficiently declare 
the existence of a God ; yet the atheist refuses to submit to their 
testimony. Hence, you perceive what a difference there is between 
evidence being sufficient to prove a doctrine, and its actually produ- 
cing conviction of the truth of that doctrine in the minds of those to 
whom it is addressed. I might as well argue against the Messiaship 
of Christ, as against his Deity ; because his miracles did not produce 
conviction in the minds of all those who witnessed their performance. 
So that the actual production of conviction, is not a necessary proof 
of the validity of an argument ; or else Christ and his apostles were 
bad reasoners. But let me illustrate the principle whicn I am now 
considering, by a reference to natural things. For instance ^ the 



■«n, which shinea with majestic splendour in the expanse above, is 
the great centre of the universe, around which the earth and all the 
planets levolved ; bat it has been ascertained on>y within the last few 
centuries that this is the fact, and that the sun does not move round 
the earth. Now, might not some person have argued, on Mr. Por- 
ter's principles, that a doctrine such as this, which now constitutes the 
dementary axiom of astronomy, ought to have been written with such 
p^spicuity and overpcweriogaplendour upon the visible heavens, that, 
when Adam firetopened his eyes upon the glory of creation, he would 
have imbibed an immediate conviction of this great and important 
truth ; BO that it would not have been left exposed for centuries to 
the apriort objections of bad philosophy ? — But to return to the sub- 
ject itself, I ask, when Mr. Porter speaks of statements respecting 
the Deity of Christ necessarily and irreaistibty prodacing conviction, 
is be aware of what an evil heart of unbelief there is in man by na- 
tare? Is he aware that as no man speaking by the Spirit of God 
calleth Jesus accursed; so no one can say that Jesus is the Lord 
( Kugiiw}, but by the Holy Ghost ? 

I shall now make some remarks upon the texts which Mr. Porter 
has advanced. The first 1 shall allude to is. Mitt. xxviL 46 : " My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me ?" To his argument from 
this pass^ie I reply, that Christ became man, in order to be made a 
eurte for us. Now, part of the curse consisted in losing communion 
with God ; as Adam, when he sinned, was driven from that state of 
aeighbonrhood with God which he enjoyed in Paradise. As the 
Deity of Christ could not be forsaken of the Father, or lose com- 
munion with him, Mid could not be made a curse, — for, as God, be 
is one with the Father, — he assumed our nature, in order to become 
capable of being made n corse in this point of view. As to Christ's 
using the address, "My God, my God," it is easy to reply, that, 
fts we are told in G&i_ iv. 4, be was made under the law, it must 
necessarily follow, he was made under the lawgiver. He became 
man, in order to be made under the law. From eternity, he was 
neither under the law, nor under the lawgiver; he came into a Wal 
relationsbip to his Father, only when be became incarnate ;.-kir, 
mark the force of the word "made." It is also evident from John 
XX. 17, where Christ is represented as saying, "I ascend unto my 
God, and your God," that the words "my God'' are assumed by 
Christ as applicable lo himself in a different sense from that in which 
the words " your God'' are applicable to Christians. 

In order to obviate the force of our Saviour's declaration in John 
X. 30, "I and my Father are one," Mr. Porter referred to the prayer 
which he offered up in behalf of bis people, ia John xvii. 21, 23 : 
"That they all may be one, as thou. Father, art in me, and I in thee, 
that they also may be one in us. * * * I in them, and thou in me, 
that they also may be mode perfect in one ;" and he argued that the 
unity or oneness of the Son with the Father, is precisely the same as 
that which is spoken of in the latter passage. To this argument I 
reply, by requesting you to mark tne force of the word "made," 
when he prays that his people " may be made perfect in one ;" 
whereas he says, fD reference to himself, not " I and my Father are 
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made one/' but '' I mid m j Father an one ;" sbowing that the one is 
a nataraly the other a created anion. I also reply, that it is a com- 
■lOQ principle of philosophy admitted by ail, that similar caases 
should produce similar results. If, therefore, die union between 
believers and the Father and Son be the same as that which subsists 
between the Father and tlie Son, they should be able to demonstrate 
its sameness by a similar mode with Christ. He dennmstrates the 
nature of his union with the Father by doing the same things whkh 
the Father does— by quickening whom he will, as the Fisher quick- 
eneth whom he will — and by demanding that all men should honour 
the Son even as they honour the Father. Can Christians, then, 
quicken whom they will P Can they claim to be honoured, even as 
the Father is honoured ? — and can they do they same things which 
the Father doth P All these must be the natural consequences, if 
the two unions are similar, as like causes must pt oduce like results. 
But as no one can have the hardihood to say, that all these powers 
and prerogatives are possessed by every member of the church of 
Christ, Mr. Porter's argument consequently goes for nothing. — 
Would that he experien<^ something of that deiightful fellowship 
with the Father and the Son, which every humble believer enjoys ; 
and he would then have an experimental interpretation within his 
own breast of what the Saviour means when he prays that his people 
may be one in him and his Father, even as ne and his Fatbtt 
are one ! 

In the last address which Mr. Porter delivered yesterday, he 
proposed this question. How could the eternal God divest himself 
of his inherent and essential glory, and come down iato a state of 
hum^iation upon the earth ? I ask, in reply. When did I teach sodi 
a doctrine P So for from delivering sudi an opinion, I hold that no 
€hange can take place in the essential majesty and glory of Jehovah. 
When^an eclipse of the sun is produced by the intervention of the 
opaque body of the moon^ is the sun shorn of his brightness and 
his splendour P Does he not iUU continue elevated upon his throne 
of glory,— the same brightmonarch of the material universe, as when, 
fresh from his MsJcer's hands, he disclosed, by his new-born lustre, 
the engaging loveliness of creation P And so it was when the Oodu 
head of die Saviour tabernacled in the flesh : there took place, as- it 
were, an eclipse of his divinity ; the vail of his humanity was drawn 
over the greatness of his essential glory ; and all this was done in 
compliance with the infirmities of our nature ; for had the Saviour 
ofpeartd with a full manifestation of his essential Godhead, as no 
man can look upon the face of Deity and live, our vital sfnrits would 
have been not merely absorbed, but annihilated, by a lus&e they 
never could have borne. And as to describing the Saviour's maai- 
festation in the flesh by the phrase of '^ coming down from heaven,'' 
I should wish to know what Mr. Porter understands by the dedara^ 
tion contained in Gen. xi. 5 : ** Jehovah came down to see the city 
and the tower which the children of men buikkd;^' for is not this 
passage as plausible an argument against the Deity of Jehovah as a 
similar form of description can be against the Dei^ ef Christ P 
^ I now proceed to consider the remarks which Mr* Porter has 
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made apon lBk> vii. 14 : "TiteteToTe the Lord himseir ehsU give 
you s aign: behold, a Tlrgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and 
shall call faia name Emmannel." And how did Mr. Forler meet my 
arfoment far theDdty of Christ from this passage i* He placed lui 
nttiuBpired work, written by Bishop Ldwth, in juxtaposition with 
the aothority of the inspired ETongelist Matthew, and actoally 
attribnled a higher degree of authority lo the former. In answer to 
(his, I refer yon to Matt. i. 22, 23: "Now all this was done, thaiil 
be fulfilled which was vpolcen of the liotd by the Propliet, saying, 
BshoM, a virgin shall be with child, and shaJl bring forth a son, and 
shall call hi> name Emmanuel, which, being interpreted, is, God 
with us." Now, maili the mode in which Mattbsw inttodncea 
this prophecy. He does not merely say, " JVun wom fulJiUtd," but 
"All thit wat done that it might be ftiljilhd." Whether the former 
[dirase might or might not have been accounted for, as merely indi- 
cating an alluiion to the prophecy, upon the loose principles of 
accommodation adapted by Unitarians, the latter phrase cannot be 
M explained away. This introduction, therefore, "All this was 
done that it might be folSUed," clearly proves that the fact referred 
to is the attual and frense accomplishment of the prophecy about 
lo be quoted. Bnt let me keep the Hebrew of Isauh out of view 
tdlogelber, and argue from Matthew's interpretation of the name 
Emmanuel. He explains this designation as implying, that Christ 
is, " God with as" (/m^ QiImuv d &t6f, in which the preposilion /urn 
deaotes perstmal preBsnce), which explicitly asserts his Deity. And 
wkllst 1 am engaged with this passage, I would beg you to consider 
it In coateant with Zkch. xiii. 7: "Awake, O sword, against my 
shcf>h«:d, and ^^ainst the nan that is my fellow, saitfa the Ijord of 
hmti." Tba words rendered, " the man that is my fellow," might 
be rtndercd, " the man that is with me;" and I would add, that the 
Hebfew term translated "fellow," is of the same root as the word 
trandnted " Emmanuel," in Iba. viL 14. And now, observe the ctm- 
traat^— a human creature speaks of Christ (aa in Iba. vit 14 and 
MAm i. 23) as "God with us;" whereas, God the Father qveaksof 
Christ (as in ZioB. xiii. 7) as " tbe man with him." So that we have 
hers, OB the one hand, the testimony of an inspired Prophet and 
EWaogalist to the D*ity of Christ, and, on the other hand, the testi. 
mony of Jehovah the Father lo the Ahnumi^ of Christ. 

The Bext passage to which Mr. Porter alluded was IsA. ix. 6 : 
"For unto us & cjiild is bom, unto us a son is given; and the 
ffOTwameQt shall be apon his shoulder ; and his Dame shall be called 
Wenderfnl, Counsellor, thb Misbtt God, the sveriosting Father, 
&a Prime of Peace." Bnt in his rcmBiks upon this text, be over- 
looked the title, "Mighty God," altogether. I therefore beg lo 
remark, that this is a proper title of Jehovah, as distingaisbed from 
all fain ends ; as is evident from tbe following passages : Dbut. 
X. 17, "The Jjord your God is a nighty God," Itc; Isa. x. SI, 
"l^e rammuit shall return unto the Mighty God," &c.; Neh. Ix. 32, 
"Now, therefore, oar Gdd, tbe Great, tht Mighty," Gcc; Jer. xxxii. 
IS, "The Git^X, At Mighty God, tbe Lord of hosts, is hit name,*' &c. 
So that, whiUever (»incl{^ Mr. Porter may adopt, in order to ueu- 
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traike the force of this title when applied to Christ in Isa. ix. 6, will, 
by a parity of reasoniDg, dilate and neutralize its import when ap- 
Mied to Jehovah in ihese four passages to which I have referred. 
Bat» however, he asserted that there is no authority for applying Isa, 
ix. 6 lo the Saviour. In reply- to this, I beg to refer him to Matt- 
iv. 14, 16, where the previous context of this passage (ver. 1 and 2) 
are expressly quoted as having their fulfilment in the personal 
ministry of Christ : "The land of Zabulon, and the land of Nepbtha- 
lim, by the way of the sea, beyond 'Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles: 
the people which sat in darkness saw great light ; and to them which 
sat in the region and shadow of death, light is sprang up.'' 

But while I am occupied with this passage of Scripture, I wish 
to make a remark which applies both to it, and to other passages 
which contain a description of the Saviour's person. I hold that the 
person of Christ, as Mediator, is a complex person, — God and mao. 
1 therefore expect lo find, when I open the Bible, that those pas- 
sages which contain a description of his person should be of a complea: 
structure, corresponding with the complexity of the person dcscrioed. 
>^r instance : In Isa. ix. 6, I find this to be the case; for the first two 
clauses of the passage, "Unto us a child is bom, unto us a son is 
given,'' describe his humanity; and the remainder of the verse de- 
scrib^fs his Deity, So also in Mal. iii. 1, he is first described, in 
reference to his Ikity, as "the Lord coming to his temple;" then he 
is described, in reference to his mediatorial character, as^Uhe Mas. 
senger of the covenant;" and then these two references to the condi- 
tion of the Saviour are combined into one personal reference, by the 
use of the pronoun " he" in the concluding member of the verse, — 
" even he shall come, saith the Lord of hosts." — So also in H£B. i. 
8, 9, we find another complex description of his complex person ; for 
the 8th verse refers to his Deity, " Tny throne, O God, is for ever and 
ever ;" and the 9th Verse refers to his humanity, in reference to which, 
it is said, "Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity ; there- 
fore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness 
above thy fellows," Now, when I read this portion of the word of 
God, I do not apply to its interpretation Mr. Porter's principle, 
which he has borrowed from the algebraic doctrine of positive and 
negative quantities. I do not employ the 9th verse, in order to neu- 
tralise the 8th. / believe both deelarations to be true. 

Mr. Porter yesterday maintained, in order to weaken my argu. 
ment from the application of the title "God" to Christ, that thia 
title is frequently given in Scripture to confessedly created beings. 
In reply to this, I auEiwer, that, admitting it to be the fact, yet if it 
weakens or dilutes the force of my arguments for the Deity of the 
Son, from the application of this title to him, — it must, on a similar 
principle, weaken the force of the argument for the Deity of the 
Father, derived from the application of the title " God'' to nim. Aa 
an instance of this subordinate use of the title God, Mr. Porter 
referred to ExoD. vii. I : " And the Lord said unto Moses, See, I 
have made thee (or appointed thee) a God (or Elohim) to Pharaoh ; 
and Aaron thy brother shall be thy prophet. Thou shalt speak all 
that I command thee." But upon this text I remark, that it isquitft 
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Bbsard lo place it on a level with tbe Inslances of the applloadon of 
the title " God" to Christ, which I have adduced. Here the official 
sense ia nhtcfa Moeea was lo be made " a God," is limited to Pharaoh, 
and explained to mean that, in the mm* tense in ivhich Aaron was to 
be a prophet to Moses, eo was Moses to be "a God" to Pharaoh. 
And so far from the application of the term implying the investiture 
of Moses with any thing like an independent authority, power, or 
pierogalive, it is eipressly stated that Moses was "to speak all ibat 
God commanded him." And on reverting to Exon. iv. 16, we find a 
passage precisely parallel to this, which gives it this explanation : 
"And he (Aaron) shall be thy spokesman unto the people: and he 
shall be, even he shall be to thee instead of a mouth, and tbon shalt 
be to him indeac^ of God." But I ask, was Moses in Ih* habU of act. 
ing OS if he were a Deity 7 Surely not : and I may remark, Ibat, 
when on one solitary occasion he had spoken unadvisedly with his 
lips, and bad thereby abGtracled from the glory of Jehovah, he be- 
came the subject of tne Divine displeasure, and was exclnded from 
Ibe promised land, as a punishment of bis presomption. The com- 
mands of Moses were always prefaced by " thus taith Jehoeah,'' and 
" Jekonak kalh commanded me." Christ, on the other hand, never 
adopted this style of inferiority : he never says, " thus sailh Jehovah :" 
he always acts and speaks upon his own authority, and in all things 
exbihilBbimselflo bis creatures as Lord of all. Observe, for instance, 
the language which he adopted in the Sermon on the Mount : "Ye 
have heard (hat it hath been said lo them of old time (for so it is in 
the Greek), thou shalt not steal : but I lay *nta yov." Here he con- 
trasts kit legislative antfaority with that of Jehovah, delivering (be 
fen commandments to the Israelites. 

Tbe next instances of an alleged application of the term " God" 
to creatures, to which Mr. Porter referred, were in Exon. xxi 6 : 
" Then his roaster shall bring him unto the judges" (in the Hebrew 
it is " Elohim'' ) ; — and 1 Sah. ii. 25 : " If one man sin against an- 
other, the judge (in Hebrew " Elohim") shall judge him." In both 
of these passages, Mr. Porter asserted that tbe term "Elohim," or 
" God,'* is applied to the judges of Israel. Ideitythit; andl assert, 
that no proper instance of tbe application of this title to the judges 
can be adduced. Does not Mr. Porter know, that the Jewish gov. 
eniment was a The ocbacy]?— that God himself was Judge and 
King f and that he was ever regarded as presiding in the Jewish 
courts of law? And, if yon look to Exod. xviii. 14—19, you will 
find the judicial process explained upon this principle': "And when 
Moses' father-in-law saw alt that he did to the people, be said. What 
is this thing that thou doest to tbe people ? Why sittest Ibou thyself 
alone, and all the people stand by thee from morning onto evening 7 
And Moses said unto his father-in-law. Because tbe people come 
unto me, to inquire of God. When they have a matter, they come 
unto me, and I judge between one and another ; and I do make them 
know /Ac tlatalet of God, and hit lawi." * • Be ihou for the people 
to Godword, that Ihou mayesl bring the cauzes unto God."—%o that, 
upon tb« principle that God was Judge and King, whenever an Is- 
raelite brought nis cause into the court, he was considered as bring- 
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log it before the great Judge and King. I would here add, that the 
word ''Elohim/' in both the passages under consideration, is trans- 
lated in the Sepluagint as denoting the Supreme Being ; and the 
Vulgate, Syriac, and Arabic versions of 1 Sam. ii. 26, translate 
<' £lohim/' not as " Judge/' but as the " Supreme God." And these 
authorities are at least as good as Mr. Porter's. 

But let me a little farther examine this objection, derived from 
the application of the title " God'^ to creatures. 1/ this title were 
given by Manoah and his wife, when their feelings were over, 
whelmed with fright and alarm, to a created angel, am I to set up 
•nch authority as this against the authority of the Holy Ghost, who 
applies the same title to Christ? Or, if I find the witch of £ndor, 
when terrified by an apparition, giving the title of "God" to a ficti- 
tioQs or real being, am I to confront this fact with the instances af 
the application of the same title by the Holy Spirit to our Saviour, 
in John i. 1, and Heb. i. 8, and thus set up the authority of a witch 
against the authority of the Holy Ghost ? Again : when I adduce 
in argument the two instances of an application to Christ of the 
titles " King of kings, and Lord of lords,'^ which are recorded in 
Rev. xvii. 14, and xix. 16, and which are the tame as those applied 
to the Father, opon Mr. Porter's principles, in 1 Tim. vL 15; I am 
answered, forsooth, as I hava been answered, that the argument is 
worth nothing, because Axtaxerxes styled himself *' King of kings.'' 
But I answer, If Artaxerxea chose to give himself the nickname of 
<' King of kings,"— if he chose, in the pride of his heart, to set up his 
authority against the authority of God, — am 1 to admit this as a pa;, 
ralld case with the ascription of the title oC " King of kings" by 
the Holy Ghost to our Saviour P Does the Holy Ghost, do you think, 
apply the titles of *' King of kings, and Lord of lords," as nicknames 
to our Saviour ? But I am driven almost upon the very verge of 
blasphemy, in endeavouring to answer such arguments as I am now 
referring to ! I shall conclude this point, by reading a note upon 
the subject, to the following effect: — ^The simple and correct way of 
trying the value of the objections advanced ag^ainst the Deity of 
Christ, from the application of the name of ^ God" to confessedly 
created beings, is to examine the alleged instances by a plain gram, 
matical principle, which is this : That we are always to understated 
words in that sense in which the speaker or writer employs them, and 
^ ihin to decide upon the correctness of that sense according to the conu 
petency of the judgments of^ose who so employ the words in queS'^ 
tion. Now, apply this principle to Psalm Ixxxii. 6, 7 : ''I have 
said, Ye are gods, and all of you are children of the Most High ; but 
ye shall die like men, and fall like one of the princes." Here we at 
once perceive, that the Psalmist has used the term in an ironical^^ 
or, I might say, in a ludicrous'^sense. Apply the principle also tb 
1 Cor. viii. 5 : " Though there be that are called gods, whether in 
heaven or in earth (as there be gods many, and lords many).*' Here 
it is evident, that the Apostle is speaking of those who were gods in 
the estimation of their worshippers ; and we know that the Heathen 
were grossly incorrect in their use of the word " God/' On th« 
OTHER HAND, apply the same principle to John i. 1 : "The Word 
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wu God ;" OT to Rom. ix. 6 : " Of whom, m concerning the fleeh, 
Christ came, who is over all, Ood blessed for ever." In these hi- 
itances, we 6ndthe HolyGhoet, bytheinBirDmentalily of the Apos- 
tles, giving: th^ 'it'^ " God" to Christ ; and we cannot'gnppose that 
he gives the title to him in an ironical sense, or in a mhordinale 
sense (for in each passage there are concomitant expressions, which 
abow that the title is used in its strict and proper sense). Thus, the 

^aestion resolves itself into this : Are we to suppose tbat the Holy 
rhost was an incompetent judge as to the correct application of this 
litle i* Are we to reject his testimony as to the Deity of the person lo 
whom be thus gives the name of God, in the same manner aa we 
x the teslimoBj of the Heathen, aa to the Deity of those real o 



fictitious creatures to whom they gave the title P The answer ia 
easy; and this view of the subject places it in its proper light, 
I would also remark, that the Greek word ®iOi is not represent 



in the New Testament as being applied, by anu competent authority, 
lo any confessedly created being ; and also, inat the contrast insti- 
tuted by Unitarians between passages in which the title " God" is 
applied to creatures, and those in which it is applied to Christ, 
might OS well be instituted between the same, and those passages in 
which it is applied to the Father. Why should our opponents be 
allowed the advantage of a tacit admission, tbat the title is applied, 
in every case, in a strictly proper sense, to the Father ? We do not 
deny the true Deity of the Father ; but we fairly argue, that every 
objection advanced against the Deity of the Son, is an eqnaJly valid 
objection against the Deity of the Father. 

Mr. Porter next referred to JEK.xxiii.S, 6: "Behold, thedays come, 
saith the Iiord, that I will raise unto David a righteous branch, and n 
King shall reign and prosper, and shallexecute judgment and justice 
intbeeorlb. In his days Judab shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell 
saRdy; and this is his name whereby he shall be called, Tas Lord 
(or Jehovah) ona KiaBTEousNESs." In order to evade the argu- 
ment for the Deity of Christ, which I derived from the application 
to him of the name, " Jehovah," in this passage, Mr. Porter ai^ued, 
tbat I might as well believe in the Deity of Jemsaleni, because the 
same title is applied to tbat city in Jek. xxxiii. 16, 16 : " In those 
days, and at tbat time, wUl I cause tbe Branch of Righteousness to 
grow up unto David ; and he shall execute judgment and righteous- 
Bess in tbe land. In those days shall Judah be saved, and Jerusalem 
shall dwell safely ; and this is tbe name wherewith /he shall be called, 
1%E Lord (or Jehdtah) our RiOHTBotJSNESS." I would like to 
know if Mr. Porter bas forgotten his Hebrew P Is he not aware, that 
tbe words, " she shall be called," in the latter passage, ate a mis- 
translation t* He said a good deal, in the course of this discussion,, 
upon tbe subject of bad translations ; but he has not hesitated to 
argue from a mistranslation, when he considered it to be in his favour, 
and suitable to the defence of his opinions. Allow me, now, to give 
the true rendering of ibis passage. It may I^e either translated thus, 
'' And H* who shall call beris Jehovah our Righteousness; "or thuF, 
" This is tbe name whereby Heah&ll be called (or by which one shall 
call him) Jebovob, our Righteousness." The latter translation is 



i 



lis 

adopted bj the Vcjlqatb and the Syriac version, and is constructed 
on the principle of understanding the personal pronoun m> to be the 
mmseuline in the Chaldaic form, which is of frequent occdrrence in 
the Old Testament. Dr. Pyr Smith's translation of this passage isr 
as follows : 

/* And this is He who shall call to her, 
Jehovah oar RighteotiBoess.'' 

I may here remark, in addition to the above, that the passage 
extending from verse 14 to 26, is wanting in the Aldine, Vatican, 
and Alexandrine copies of the Septuagint; but in two M.SS. it 
stands thus — 

1. Kat,) roDro rh hoiia, 3 xXjj^jjtffro/, Ku^/otf d/xa/otfuwj niiZv : " This the 
name which shall be called. The Lord our Righteousness.'^ 

2. Kai rouro rh ovo/ta 8 xaXstfs/ ahr^Vy Ku^/o; d/xo/o; (fuv yifhi\i : '' And 
this the name which he shall call her, the righteous Lord with us ;" 
understanding the last word, in this latter version, to be a commemo- 
rative indication of the presence of the righteous Lord with his 
Church. 



Mr. PORTER. — I will exercise my privilege of putting a ques- 
tion to Mr. Bagot, to which I hope to receive, what I have not yet 
received on former occasions, a plain and direct answer. Mr. Bagot 
has asserted, in the hearing of you all, that, in order to enable Christ 
to exercise and execute the functions of his office, it was necessary 
that he should lose communion with God ; and, therefore, that he 
did lose communion with God. I now ask Mr. Bagot, How did 
Christ lose communion with God, without being sinful P 

Mr. bagot. — My words were simply these: Christ assumed hu.. 
man nature, in order that he might, in reference to that human nature, 
become capable of losing communion with God ; for, in reference 
to his divine nature, he could not lose communion with God. 

Mr. porter.— My friends, if I was desirous to signalize my- 
self as a master of declamation, I should be obliged to Mr. Bagot 
for the speech now delivered ; for never was there a fairer opportunity 
afforded to man of showing how completely an opponent's own 
statements could be retorted on himself, than that which is now pre. 
sented to me. What a display might I not now make, if I could 
descend to the arts of vulgar oratory, in the advocacy of my cause ! 
But to such means I never shall resort. 

I must strongly object to Mr. Bagot's introduction of the name 
of that venerable man before us (Dr. Bruce), my predecessor and 
my friend. I object to this allusion as being personal, to one 
wno had no opportunity of speaking for himself, to correct what 
might be a misrepresentation of his sentiments, or to set him. 
self right before this assembly. It was unkind and uncourteoug, 
on the part of Mr. Bagot, to take advantage of the accidental 
circumstance of our carrying on this discussion within these walls; 
in order to make a clap-trap allusion to that venerable man.— 
Such acts may have their effect on a few unthinking minds ; but 
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etery oneof flntse and Dndentanding vtU disregwd tbem. 1 might 
bftve taken advantaige of the circmnalances of my bdng the Minister 
who Hanally addreBBCS a con^egation from thia place, in order (o 
give effect to my argumentB ; but I woald not do so, becaase I dia- 
dain auch arta. I Kit from the first that the allasion in qaestion wm 
iiregvlar; but I did not inlerrapt Mr. Bagot ; for 1 would not hare 
it said, that I, or the venerable individaal whom he has so nuhand- 
somely dragged before you, had any thing to fear from ^1 that he 
could say. 

Mr. Bagot quoted two passages from pRiBsn.GT and Bblbbah, 
in which these writers have expressed their opinions of the possibility 
of (he sinfulness of Christ's human nature; but after the answer which 
he has given to myquestion. Heave it to yourselves to judge whether 
such allusions are serviceable to his cause. Has not Mr. Bagot him- 
self declared, that "Chritt lost communion with Godf" Nevir did I 
bear from the lips of a Unitarian — never before did I hear — such an 
aspersion cast upon the Lord Jesus ! Oh ! if such an expression had 
proceeded from the lips of a Unitarian, or had been ushered into the 
world by a Unitarian press, or by a Unitarias writer, hew the apos- 
tasy would have been trumpeted forth, and how its authors would 
have been held np to execration, as persons ntterly unworthy of 
rojoyin^ either part or lot in the advantages of Christian fellowship ! 

Mr. Bagot, after very charitably imputing to me, and to those wna 
agree with me, "aMrai/ A«arf o/'uti(#/t«/'," proceeded to offer up a 

{irayer similar to that which he presented on behalf of my venerable 
rieud — a prayer which I would characterize, as Robeilt Hau. did 
one by Bishop Hobselt, as oiTered up to the throne of grace in the 
spirit of an indictinent After this charitable prayer, he naturally 
enough proceeded to misrepresent what I delivered in my address of 
yesterday, in a way that I did not expect. In my closing address of 
yesterday, the greater part of which I happily had previously written 
down, so that I am able from the paper before me to read the exact 
words which I employed, I made the following statement respecting 
the reasoning of Mr. Baeot in support of the proper Dtily of the 
Word, from uie supposed application of divine names and titles to 
our Saviour. 

" The first argument was dram from the term Immahvil, foand in Ii<i. vii. 14, 
and applied to our Sanour in Uxti. i. 33. To nnderttand Ifae perfect emptiaeu of 
tiiii nrgumeiit. It Moaly Decenary to read the paaiajfe id Iiiua, with it* conlot; 
which I ahall da Tnim the venioa ot Bi(bap Lowth, ai t>eiag mudi laora accnnie 
tbtui that eontaiaed in King Jamei' traiulatioa. 
"Chip. VII. 
" Id the dsjB of Ahaz, tiK lOD of Jotbun, the'ioa aT," &e. 
These were my very words. Yet you have seen and heard how Mr. 
Bagot asserted, that I poised the Bible in one hand, and Bishop 
Lowth in the other ; and that I weighed the authority of Lovrra 
against the authority of Scripture, and gave the preponderance to 
me former. Now, I ask, is thia fair 7 Did I not appeal to the authority 
of Sariplure, and of Scripture alone ? It is true I am above pinning 
my faith on King James" translation as a critical standard. I took 
LowTH's aslMing the best translation I conld procure. It was to 



the StriptiiMt^ however, thai I appeoidd, lind not to Lowt& I b»re 
done ao no more, in this ittatamce^ than he haa done ki a variety of 
•then, when he adduced other authorities against the renderings of 
the (so caUed) authorized versioa of the: Bible, in the present case, 
k is qoile manifest that I no more appealed to Lowtb against the 
anthority of Scriptuve, than he appealed to King Jathes* translators, 
in opposition to the authority of Scripture : the two cases are^ per- 
fectly parallel* 

Mr. Bagot has told us that the name which occurs in Isa. ix. 6^ 
and is there translated <'Thb' mighty God/' is in the original, 
iai:i*bN, (£L.GiBboR,) a title which elsewhere designates the Sia. 
jureme Being. I know it is. And what does this circumstance prove ? 
The words, though arranged in a different order, are just the same 
that make up the name of the angel GaBRi-EL, which has precisely 
Ihe same signification. Was this celestial messenger, then, really 
God Most High ? If so, he may be put down as another of the per- 
sons in Mr. Bagot's multifarious divinity. 

As I have already said, if I chose ito signaiKse myself by argu* 
mentative dexterity, Mr. Bagot has given me the opportunity : but I 
ami more anxious to explain to yoa the clear evidence for the tnith> 
as it is found recorded in the page of revelation, than to obtain 
for mvself the character of an adroit debater or a popular declaimeri 
I shall, therefore, leave several of the points on which he has touched, 
to make whatever impression they may seem calculated to produce. 
There is one allusion, to which, as my reverend opponent haar re. 
peated it several times, he seems to attach considerable importance ; 
and which, for this reason, I shall now briefly examine. The aHusioa 
is to the passage which occurs in Heb. i. 8; which, in the common 
version, reads thus : 

^ But unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, O God ! is for ever and ever : a sceptre of 
Hghteoas^ess is the sceptre of thy kingdom. 

Now, it is not to be denied, that according to this translation of 
the passage, the term God is applied to Christ the ISon. But I 
would leave to any unprejudiced person, who should merely read over 
the whole of the chapter with care, and should attend to Uie express 
sions which accompanv this verse, to determine whether the phrase 
is, or is not, applied to him in the highest sense, by the Sacred Writer. 
The mere reading of the preceding and subsequent verse wil] suffice 
to render this clear. 

Heb. i. 7 — 9. And of the angels he saith, W)io makech his angels spirits, and his 
ministers a flame of fire. But unto [or of] the Son [he saith], Thy throne, O God ! 
is for ever and ever : a sceptre of righteousnesB is the sceptre of thy kingdom. Thou 
hast loyed righteousness, and hated i^iqi^ty ; therefore God,. iSTBK tht Gop, h|ith 
anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thyfeUows. 

^ God-^ee^tt thy G(m2— hath anointed thee ;" therefore the per^ 
son who is addressed as God in the preceding verse, had a Qod 
oibove him ; and consequently could not be the Snprmne B^y, nor 
God in the strictest sense of the word. f^God hath anoiniedihee 
with the oil of gladness ;'* therefore the person addressed in the 
8th. verse conld not be the. Everlasting Divinity; for who could 
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tttuiat the Saptttne Being wkh tfae <nl of ^adnesB P Who conltl 
increaoe that felicity wtilck is at every momHit, and has been from 
all eteraiW, perfect and complete ? " God— 'Cvea thy God— faatfa 
anointed utee with the oil of gladness abovf thy feUowt ;" therefoK 
the pereoa addressed la the Sth verM, could not be the Suptene 
peing, who reigas without a rival and without an eqnal. This ts- 
gameat is eo plain, that eran Mr. Bagvt, with all his ingenuity, will 
not be able to tora it aside. But to make it atiU more obviona, I 
^er yoa to — 

PaiLHxW. 5; 8. Thy thnme, O Ood ! a for ever aod ever.' the sceptre of [hf 
fciagilom li ft right sceptra. Thou \avtsK rij^teoasnesi, and hatest wkkedaess ; there- 
fera God, tfaf Ood, hatb aawsted thM with the oil of gUdneu above 0iy Mlom. 

Here we find the very words on which Mr. Bagot so much relies, as 
jiroTiDgtfae proper Deity of the Word, applied to a person who,Troi];i 
several expressions in the psalm, appears to be Solomon, in a com- 
position which is entitled " A Song of Loves ;" that is, an epithata- 
ffit'iim fH anuttory poem. I shall only state, that the commencing 
clause in Hgb. i. 8, and in Psalm xlv. 6, may, in both places, be 
very properly translated " God is thy throne for ever and ever ;V 
on expression which is similar to those wherein God is spoksnof as 
a tower, a^forlreu, and a shield; and that it is probably applied both 
to Solomon and to onr Lord, simply to denote the stability and con- 
tinnatlee of their respective kingdoms. 



1 shall now proceed to lay before yoa the remaining proofs that 
the Scriptures umformly represent the Son of God, as subordinate 
toOodjlba Father; ana in the first place I shall demonBtrate that — 



THE TITLES WHICH ARE GIVEN IN SCRIPTOHE TO OCR I.O&D JESUS 
CHUST, ARK 8UCa AS DBCKffiSLT FROYE HIS INCEBIORITV TO TBB 
FATBBB. 

(I.) He is called "the W«rd;" and this term is believed, by those 
who suppose that in bim two natures are united, to denote thehigh- 
est of them. 

ras Ihe Word, and the Word <ru with God,'aDd the 

Jons L 14. And the Word was made flnh, and dwelt among us, (aad we behdd 
his gloiy, the gtor; as of tbe onl^-begattm of the Father,} full 01 gnce and trnth. 

These (wo vases, which oocnr, in the same oontext, afford the only 
initance that I have been able to find, in which the term Word can, 
«fcn by »OBflibilily,betappoflod tobe applied toCbrtstinanysense. 
On tbe former paess^e I have already commenled at sufficient 
length: Iccmfiiie myself, on this occaiicw, to a very few remarks on 
the loiter. It asoerls, that "A» Word" was made flesh 1 and "tie 
.ITcnf," to Mr. Bagot inlimotes, u tbe proper and descriptive name 
for Christ's divine nature. Was, then, lkedwifuit»tii*e mikdeikshf 
Was the Dtiig converted into SMMtoo^P—Tbis the text affirms, if 
theiMaDuigattribaled4afA« HVi^be oorreoUy stated. Buttinsita 
doekiae which ev«a the orthodox repvdiAte: the (emu W»rd,\\tKn- 
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fore, eaimol in this passage admit of the' stgnifleatton sapposed. 
Was the Eternal Majesty .of heaven mods, {iyinro) flesh ? Well did 
Mr. Bagot declare, that it is difficaltnot to trespass beyond the pro. 
per limits, when stating views such as those now adverted to. Bot, 
im Iratb, not only does the term fVord not denote the Supreme Deity 
of the person to whom it is applied ; but no term coald be employed; 
more clearly expressing the very contrary : for none can more dis- 
tinctly proclaim, that one being is inferior to another, than when the 
former is declared to be the word of the latter. You will observe, 
that in John i. 14, it is not declared that the Svpreub Bbino took 
man's natare into union with his own ; but, simply, that thb Worb 
was made or became flesh. Now that the Word is itself a name of 
inferiority, I shall prove by simply reading to you the meanings of 
the term Advoc, (Word,) as given by the celebrated Trinitarian lexi- 
cogprapher, Schlbusneb, in his Lexicon to the New Testament. They 
are as follows : 

I' ' A word ipokea^ a speech, an oratioii, (short or long,) a written diieourse, a 
writing, a book, (more especially hittwiealf) a narrative of a &et, a story, (true 
or Jfake,) a report, a mmoar, a precept, a mandate, a testimony, an oracle, a 
▼atieinatioo, a prophecy, a promise, a threat, a commination, a proverb, an 
•idafe^ a popular opinioa or tentiment, a question, a oontibversy, a subject of 
discussion, a suit at law, a cause to come before a judge, a calumny, a reproaclh, 
a blasphemy, a doctrine taught, an instmctioa, a mode or plan of teaching, 
tiie power of speaking and teaching; a Uacker, [N.B. To this meaoing, 
ScHLSUSNBR refers John i. 1, John i. 14, and 1 John v. 7;] the profession of 
the Christian religion, the subject of discourse, an account to be rendered of 
any act or fact in words, an account rendered of any thing given and received ; 
a cause ; a reason ; the estimation in which any thing is held ; an affiur, a fact, a 
Kusioess ; a trade, a commeree ; equity, justice, fiumess ^ the apparent and outward 
seeming of any thing, as opposed to fact and truth. Sometimes it is superfluous ; 
sometimes it is omitted. 

Sacb is the signification of that term which Mr. Bagot tdlsns is the 
proper name of the Sapreme Deity of Christ. After reading the 
list, am I not authorised to ask, whether any term could have been 
found more inadequate to express the idea which his theory affixes 
toitP 

2. Our Lord is called the '' Child of God" in Scripture, three 
times; the "Son of God,** or "the Son," ninety-three times at least; 
''God's own Son, dear Son, beloved Son, or only-begotten Son,*' fifteen 
times. The passages being so numerous, I refer you to Cruden's, 
or any other good Concordance, for the places wherein they occur. 

Now, I argue, that every instance wherein one of these names is 
to be found, is a proof of the inferiority of the person to whom it is 
applied. The phrases, " Son** " Son of God!* &c. as applied to our 
Lord, are no doubt metaphorical ; but yet they clearly and strongly 
express the priority of the Father— the origination of the Son, as 
opposed to self.existence, and his inferiority to his Father in wisdom, 
dignity, and authority. It appears, then, that Christ's filial relation 
to God is expressed in Scripture about one hundred and ten times; 
while he is not called God oftener than twice ot thrice; and, in every 
instance, with marks which show that the name Is given to him only 
in a general or inferior sense. It is plain, that the Father must 
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aiat before Ibe 8<m>, and tbnt Ihe Son derlres bis existence rrom the 
Father; and both these circomstanoea are irreconcilable with the 
alleged proper Deity of the Son. If, indeed, tbe writerBor Scriptnre 
bad knonn our Lord Jesns Christ to be the Supreme Being:, why 
wonid thej ao repeatedly and habitaally give bim a name wbicb so 
diglinctly implies inferiority ? 

Tbe terms Father and Son, oh applied to God and onT Sarionr, 
d^iote, indeed, the mataal affection which subsists between them ; 
and bestowed, as tbe phrase Son of God is in Scripture, emphati- 
cally on our Lord, it si^ifies, unqnesiionably, that he enjoyed a 
distinguished de^^ree of regard and affection on the part of tbe Sa- 
preme Beia^. But this ia no more than every Unitarian believes; 
and, certainty, no denomination could more inadeqoately denote tbe 
Supreme Being. Yet this is the very word which is almost uniformly 
employed in bumau creeds, catechisms, and litui^ies, to express his 
Godhead. In such compositions, we read repeatedly of " God the 
Son ;" a phrase which cannot be pointed out in Scriptnre ; but which 
occurs in that prayer which Mr. fiagot recites every Sunday — " 
God tht Son, Redtemer of lAe world," &c. Let it be remembered, 
that the phrase " Son of God" is attributed to many other beings 
whose Deity never was allied. Thus, we read, that, on the com. 
pletion of the material creation, " all the Sons of God" ft. «. the 
angels) " shouted for joy." The Jews, under the Old Testament 
dispensation, are called "children of the Most High." And, under 
the New Covenant, Christians are reminded of the love which tbe 
Father hatb showed unto us, that we should be called " the Sons of 
God." A phrase which can be so extensively applied, certainly 
affords no intimation of the Supreme Deity «f bim to whom it ia 
applied. 

•1. Our blessed Lord is called an Apostle once; a High Priest 
eleven limes ; a Prophet nineteen times. All these terms denote, of 
themselves, his inferiority to God. Tbe manner in which these titles 
xte given to Christ in the New Testament, confirms this inference. 

Hbb. ill. 1. Consider the Apmtle uiil Higk FntH of our protenioD, Chiiil 
Jenu'l vho mifaitkfiii to faim that appointed hm, u also Afowi mu/aill^ia, 
" A High Priest" can scarcely be regarded as denoting a divine per- 
son. In this passage, our Saviour is represented as an ApotlU, and 
as a High Prietl, who was appointed to those offices, in tbe same man- 
ner, and by the same authority, to which Moses owed bis selection; 
and who was, like him,/atfA/ci/tohiBsnperior. Subordination could 
not be more clearly expressed. For the other examples of the use 
- of tbese phrases, I must, as before, refer to the Concordance, in 
which they will readily be found. Among the instances wherein 
our Lord is called a Prophet in the New Testament, 1 refer yon to 
bis own words in — 

Lciui liii.^ It cannot be thftt a Fntphet pcriih out of Jenualem. 
These words he spoke in anticipation of bis death. He is also 
called by Ihe same title in — 

Ldki! iiiv. 19. Jesns ol Nazaretfa, *ha woa * Propbet might; in deed and >Dnl 
bafcn God, aad tU Um people. 
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And, if UbeaUegedtliiAthbexpiMsiMfell^frotti^^ hlsdlfleia 
pies, before thecommimioatioa of the Holy Ghost, I refer to-~ 

ACTB iu. 22; SS. For Moses trolj said unto the Others, ** A Prophet shall the Lord 
jow Ged raif* up vnto yoo, of yonr bivtiirea like aalo me : faint shall ye hear in nil 
thiigs vfaaisoeper lie shall saj aoto you." 

Id these three passages, Christ is freely compared even to hamaii 
f^nts; and is expressly called by a title that is frequently attributed 
to certain of them— -a Prophtt ; a most extraordinary name whereby 
to designate the Supreme Being ! 

4. Oar Lord is several times in Scripture called a Man; and this 
not by his eitemies merely, nor by the Jewish people alone ; but 
by himself and by inspired prophets and faithful apostles. Nor is 
the title given to him only in oae branch or department of his 8up« 
posed compound nature ; but in such a way, as to show that it was 
given to him in his entire capacitv. Indeed, the distinction between 
vke two natures of Christ, to which Mr. Bi^t and other Trinitarians 
io frequently have recourse, is perfectly gratuitous and unfounded ; 
an assumption unknown to &e inspired writers and early teachers ol 
the word of God. On this subject^ I shall probably mi^e a few 
remarks before the close of this discussion. 

Is A. lili. 3. He is despised and r^ected of men ; a man of sorrows, and ac» 
4Qainted with grief. 

ioHH i. 3S, After me cometh a man who is preferred before me : for he wb« 
bflfHeme* ' 

These Words of John the Baptist may be understood as referring 
either to the superior authority of Christ, or simply to his pre-exist: 
enoe. To the latter mode of interpreting the verse, and to the doe^ 
trine which »it involves, I am, as I have already stated, inclined ; 
althoogk I admit my theory is accompanied with some difficulties. 

' JOHM iv. 29. Come, (said the woman of Samaria,) see a man who told me sU 
tilings tiist ever I did. Is not this the Christ? 

LtncB ladv. 19. Jem of Nazaretii, who was a prophet^ &o. 

I^juote this passage again, because the words of the original are, a 
man prophet; which may be translated, in accordance with a Greek 
idton of frequent occurrence, either a human prophet, or a prophetic 
man. Our Saviour did not scruple to apply the same language to 
faimsdf on various occasions : as in-— 

John viii. 40. But now ye seek to lull me, a man that hatii told you the trntb, 
«iioli 1 liave heard of God. 

Nor did his disciples, as in the words of Peter — 

Acts ii, 22. Ye men of Israel, heir these words : Jesus of Nazareth, a man ap-. 
proved among you, hy signs and wonders, which God did in the midst of you, through 
him, &c. 

The reading of these words suggests a question, to which I should 
gladly receive an answer. In wnat one of idl the addresses of sU the 
AposUes to their counlrymen and to the heathen, did any one of 
them ever make the slightest mention of the supposed Deity of 
Christ? According to the pooular representations, we might ima- 
gine that the Apostles, when they went forth to puUish salvation 4o 
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tkfl world, forgot the great objeet of ttelr teacbing. Oetlaln it fi), 
tbot thef dropped not one word on tbe subject of Christy Divinity. 
They had not learned in Ihfr scbool of modent oTtlKxlcHiy, Hid they 
gone fortb in tke qiirit of modem preaching, thcj would bave been 
heard to speak loudly and largely of Jesaa as " God and maut" and 
" the incamaU God," and " God-mao ;" and they miglit have beep 
beard tospeak — in thelanguageor Wedey's Hymn-Book, if I mistake 
not — of the agonies of the Deity expiring on the cross! But none 
of these things did or could the Apostles announce to their cotem. 
poraries; because tbey are modem discoveries, of which they them- 
selves required to be informed. 

Acnini. 30, 31. God bath appointed adajln which bo will judga tile varlil 
[n rigtlteauuiesj, through that man whom he hath ordained. 
Mr. Bagot a^ned, that tbeoffice of executing judgment reqnired all 
the attribntes of Deity ; but here we find the office is assigned tO 
Cl^st, — and assigned to him, not in his divme, but in his human 
nature. " God will judge the world through ihat mtm whom he hath 
oidained." These are die words of Faal to the Athenians. Choose 
ye now between his authority and that of my reverend opponent 

Oar Lord is called a man in several other pesa^es ; aa»>ng which 
I shall now adduce uily — 

1 Cor, rr. ffl. - Fir rioee by man cams death, by man came slia the rejorreci 
lion of the dead. 

(5.) He is called the "Son of man" — a designation which on- 
questionably marks his inferiority to God — by othors, at least five 
times; by himself upwards of seventy times. For the particOhtr 
passages, I must again refer you to tbe Concordance. 
: (€.) He is called " Iht Senf of God — or, which is the same thing 
in effect, God is declared to have 'sent him — at least fifty-six times ; 
a mode of speech which is perCeot^ inconsistent with the doctrine of 
bis supposed Deity. Fifty- six times God is declared in Scripture to 
have sent Attn. If this does not mark his inferiority, I know not 
what does. Remember his own words : " The servant U not greater 
than his Lord, neither he that is sent grcECter than he that sent him ;" 
a declaration which, in the Jewish idiom, means to affirm strongly 
and pointedly, that the servant Is less than his Lord, and the person 
sent inferior to faim by whom be is sent, l^ov our Lord is said lo 
have been sent by tkt Father in — 

JOBD IT. 14. We have leeD, and do tattiry, that tht Pather hath Hot the Soa t* 
be the Saviour of the world. 

The Father therefore is superior to the Son. Our Lord even com- 
pares his own mission, received from the Father, to that of his Apos- 
tles, received from himself. 

JOBH XX. 31. Then laid Jesus to them again, Peace be unto ;au. AamjFatber 
bath Mnt me, even to lend I jaa. 
John ivii. 18. As thou hut sent me into the tdtU, even to tend 1 them into tb« 

This last passage occarsia that solemn prayer on which Mr. Bagot 
baa conunemted w iiigeniouBly, and several expressions of wbich.h« 
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thinks mast have been spoken by oar Lord in his divine capacity. 
Think of the Divinity offering up a prayer I But to this the views 
of Trinitarians necessarily lea^. See farther— 
JoBH viiL 42. Neither oame I of myself, but he (that is Qod) sent me. 

(7.) He is called a Mediator four times; and the Christ, or the 
Anointed, upwards of three hundred times. Now Mr. Bagot ex. 
pressly allows^ that the term Mediator does, in itself, imply inferiority 
to one of the parties between whom he mediates. He has not there, 
fore a divine Mediator, according to his own showing ; bat one who 
is inferior to Divinity. Observe also that the term Mediator is not 
confined to our Saviour in Scripture ; for Moses is called by that 
title, by no less an authority than the Apostle Paul, in Gai^ iii. 19 : 
[The law] <' was ordained by angels in the hand of a Mediator;" and 
the expression is virtually repeated in the next verse, where, in refer- 
ence to the foregoing declaration, it is added : '*Now a Mediator is 
not a mediator of one ; but God is one.'' And that the term Clirist 
(the Anointed) does in itself imply inferiority, is obvious from — 

Acts x. 38. God mu^Ud Jesus of Naisareth with tiie holj spirit and with 
power. 

Now as no person whatsoever could possibly anoint the Almighty with 
the holy spirit and with power, it follows, that he who is the Jinainted, 
or the Christ, is inferior to God. And a passage which puts this 
beyond all question, is — 

Acts ii. 86. God hath vuide Jesus, both Lord and Ckritt*' 

Our Saviour therefore derived his unction, or the appointment to his 
office as the Christ, from God ; and this shows that wherever the term 
Christ is found, it is to be considered as a declaration of his inferio- 
rity to the Father. Now, as I have already stated, it is applied to 
our Lord upwards of three hundred times. 

I shall now adduce as many as my time wiU permit of a numer- 
ous cla$» of— 



TEXTS IN WHICH IT IS EXPRESSLY DECLARED, THAT CHRIST WAS 
CREATED BY THE FATHER, AND RECEIVED FROM HIM HIS EXIST- 
ENCB, WISDOM, POWER, AUTHORITY, AND GLORY. 

As connected with this subject, it may be observed, that when the 
Apostle Paul speaks in the loftiest terms he ever employs, with refe- 
rence to the dignity and pre-eminence of the Saviour of men, he not 
only gives to him the title " Son," which in itself implies inferiority, 
but he speaks of him as " the Jirsi-hom of all creation ;" and since 
the first-born of every family is always a member of that family, so 
the first-bom of creation must be himself a creature — that is to say, 
a created being. The passage to which I allude is to be found in— 

Col. i. 12 — 20. Giving thanks unto the Fatbeb, who * * hath translated 
us into the kingdom of his own dear Son; • *'who is the image of the invisible 
God, TBE FiEST-BORN o/ every creature : I'jrdtfrjg xri^mg, of all creation ;] for by 
[Iv, m] him were created all things that are in heaven, and that are on earth, 
visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, 
or powen: all ihings were created through him, and for him. And he is fiefore 



d Ibingi, tod b; [{'r, inl bim all Ihiogi ctuuiit. And he i< the bcAd ot Um badf, 
the church : vha is the beginDing, the vibst-bokn /ram lis dniii,- Unt in *11 
tbiaj^ he might have Ibe pre-eminence. For it pleaied [him, i, >. (As Falhtr, u 
ippean Fiani ver, 12,] ^at in bim should all Fuliieiti dwell. 

In ihis lofty description, Paal gives freqaeat intimations of the in. 
feriority of Christ to the Father. He calls him "the Son," — "the 
dear Sou of the Father;" — a phrase which ejtclades the ideas of iden. 
tity and eqnality. He calls aim, not " the invisible God," bat " the 
image of the invisible God," — the rtprttenlalio* of the invisible 
Deity. He calls him, not the author of all creation, but " trb first. 
BORN of all creation ; and thereby expressly affirms, that he wns 
himself created. He does not affirm, that he exercised any creative 
power of his own, independent of the Father's will; but that the cre- 
ation which he effected was accomplished " through him," a* a tuA. 
ordinalt Agent, — such being the proper signification of thn original 
phrase, (&' avrmi, not W auroij.) He not only declares him to be 
" THB TiRST.BORN of all cTeation," and as such brought into exist- 
ence by the power of the Father, but also that he owed to the same 
Almighty Being, the distinction of being " the li^inning," and 
"flRST-BORN front the dead;" " for it pleated bim," says the Apostle, 
(referring, beyond all queation, to the Father, as the connexion of 
the passage shows,) " that in him ihould all fulneti dwell." In this 
pMsage, therefore, the Apostle applies, as I have already stated, 
nigh and lol^y titles to our blessed Lord and Saviour, though not 
more high and lofty than every Unitarian is most willing to bestow 
upon bim; but with these distinguished appellations, he gives, at the 
same lime, the clearest intimations, that in his highest state, office, 
or capacity, he is inferior to the Father, derives his extensive powers 
and endowments from the Father, and acts as his minister and agent. 
Now this is downright Unitarianism. 



Mb. BAGOT. — I never felt more forcibly bow much I stand in 
need of the prayers of every Christian in this assembly ; for unless I 
am guided by a power from above, the malignity of the flesh, which 
wars against the Spirit, would be likely, from the circumstances io 
which I am placed, to raise my feelings into a state of indigoation, 
unsuited to Christian principle and temper. Most sincerely do \ 
wish, that I could extend to Mr. Porter the right hand of Christian 
fellowship, and join with him in expressing our mutual experience 
by repeating those words which he has just referred to, iu Col. i. 12 
to 14 : " We give thanks unto the Father, which hath made us meet 
to be partakers of the inheritance of the saints in light ; who hath 
deliver^ ns from the power of darkness, and hath translated us into 
the kingdom of his dear Son ; tn whom we haw redemplioit through 
hit blood, eoe» the forgiveiutt of ii'tti." 

I have called on Mr. Porter two or three times during this dis* 
cnssion, to state what are the precise and definite sentiments which 
he entertains in reference to the personal rank and dignity of the 
Saviour. This questioi) he has never answered. I have at length, 
however, ascertained tbe.reason. It is simply this— t«c«ute he ftaf 
Q 
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m difMU or poiiiim H$W8 whaie9&r ufm Ha ^ici, Yettevdaj) 
(for iostonce, he told tou that he bdieved to the pre>.exi8tence of 
Christ ; but to-day he has said, that this doctrine, thotigh he believed 
in it, is encompassed with some difficulties. Again, he has referred 
to Hbb. t. 9, and has asked me tbi» question, If Chriat be God, bow 
eaa he be said to have " fellows ?'' Bat he has foorgotten, that, if 
he belie?es Christ to be a snperangelic being, standing alone witboat 
a cotnpeer in creation, it devolves ae much upon him to show what 
Is meant when the Apostle speaks of Christ having '^fc^ows;*' and 
if be acknowledges that he has a fellow, and yet idfuses, at the sasse 
time, to admit the doctrine of two natures, he must then believe that 
Christ was either an angel or a man> or an angelic nature united to 
a human body ; although, indeed, in this last case, it would still be 
difficult to show who were his '' fellows." 

I shall now endeavour to illustrate, by a simple appHcatioD, a 
principle of reasoning which Mr. Forter has employed la bis last 
speech, in order to show you its projper tendency. He prodaeed one 
|mrt of Scripture in which Christ is called '' God,'' and another in 
which he is called a minister; and inferred from a comparison of the 
two, that he is not <'God,'' because he is called ''a minister !'' He 
might just as well have argued, that because he is styled a ^'Media^ 
tor" in one passage, he cannot be ** the Son of God,'' which he is 
styled in another !— or that because he is called a " Prophet" in one 
passage, be cannot be a *' Mediator/' which be is called in another ! 
—or that because he is called a ^ Man" in one passage, be cannot 
be the "Lord of glory," which he is called in another. In fact, by 
this mode of reasoning, he might prove that Christ is neither Man, 
nor Mediator, nor Servant, nor Son of God. nor Prophet, nor 
Minister, as well as that he is not God ; so that, if we work out this 
principle of interpretation to its legitimate issue, we shall prove that 
there is no such being as Christ revealed in Scripture at all — for 
by this algebraic process of explanation, all the passages which 
lipeak of Christ's personal characteTi may be represented as mutually 
neutralizing and des^oying each other ! But I, oti the other band, 
am satisfied to take the Bible as it is; and I give equal credit to all 
the declarations which I find in it in rsferenoe to Christ. I believe 
him to be a " Minister" and a " Mediator/' I assent to both decla* 
rations. 

I would here remark, that I have in no instance spoken of 
Christ's mediatorial inferiority, but of his mediatorial subordination. 
This distinction should be well observed. 

If the terms, " Son of God," and " only-begotten Son of God/' 
be supposed to refer to the humanity of Christy and not to his 
divinity, then I admit that, in these respects, he is kiferior lo ifae 
Father. But I wish to make a remark npon the name, '^ only4»egot^ 
ten Son ;" and I shall dor so by asking Mr. Porter, does be aot 
believe Christ to be a created being? If so, why are tfacre not 
millions of Christs in existence P for the same power of Deitf which 
Could create one> could create a million. It afgnes against the pbjF^ 
sical onmipotence of Deity to say^ that he oo€^^lL not have cresded a 
million of Christy, if Christ be a created being. 
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Mr. Porter alluded to Ibe uie of the (enns, " Father" and " Son ;'" 
rad argued that they neceworily imply saperiority of nature, and 
l>riority of exielence, in the one over the oto^r. To Ibia I answer, 
that so far from these teims implying soperiority of nature, ■ Father 
and S«n are always of the lome nature! — and as to their implying 
priority of existence in one over the other, this may be in one 
sense the case amoneat men ; but the analogy cannot be applied to 
the divine nature. The cause generally precedes the effect ; but we 
should draw a distinction between a necttmry and an acdthnlal fxm. 
aesion between eaute and e^ct. When the effect is only the acci- 
dental result of the caoee, as in the case of a man becoming a father, 
Uwoansenayhe, and always is, antecedent in existence to the effect; 
hut when ifae eSect is the neceasnry result of the cauaei they are 
both coeval. Thus when the sun received that power of illuOiina- 
tian which is the cause of light, the diffusion of light itutmtli fol- 
lowed, and the e^tct was contemporaneous in existence with the 
production of the eauu. If, therefore, we believe that die relaticuubip 
between God the Father and the Son is of a necessary kind, we must 
believe that the Father and Son are coeval and coeternal ; and, even - 
amongst men, a father, at a father, does not exist before his son,— 
for no man la a father until he has a son. 

Let me now apply these principles to the doctrines which Mr. 
Porter professes to believe. Look to the printed statement of his 
first proposition, in which he says, "There is one God, Ike Father. 
who is God alone ; to the entire exclnsion of the alleged proper 
Deity of the "Word." I ask him, does he believe jn the eternity of 
"the Ome God, the Father ?" Does be believe that tbe Father ^. 
isted from everlasting F He must answer, of course, that be does. 
Bat does not a relative term necessarily imply tbe existence of its 
eotY«/a<tt)«.^— consequently, the relative term, ** Father," aiual include 
aDd wrap np in its very existence, (he coexistence of its correlative, 
" the Son." Therefore, the Son is coeternal with the Father; and 
Mc. Porter, by admitting the eternity of the latter, necessarily ad- 
nits tbe eternity of the former. If aot, I ask him, who was God 
before "the father existed? I refer, in this argnment, toasimfrfc 
logical principle, that the relative and tbe correlative are coextsteat. 
And Mr. Porter must rub the word " Father" out of ihe Matenent 
of his first )>ropositioD, before he can answer the ailment 

I shall now revert to aosM of the argmn^tls advanced by Mr. 
PmMt yestcsday ; and shall reply, in the first plaee, to his remark 
on JoHV i. 1 : " In the begiruiittg was tbe Wosd, and the WosD 
iKaa with God, and tbe Woro was GoD." Yesterday, he told yo«, 
that A»}'«f (translated " word") is intended to designate tbe wIsdiHb 
of God ; hut to-day, when be wished to argue against his elemtty, 
he assnmed that Av/tt is a title of Christ. Now, whenever Mr. Por- 
ter advances a (Ninciple of uiterpretalien, I like to take, as it were, 
a loan of it for a few nMHoents, and retom it to bim again as soon as 
i have done with' it .' Yesterday, then, he told yon, that Juyn meant 
tfce '• wisdom of- God," If so, of conrsa the expreasioa, "in the 
faegioniag," mast be nadarstood to denote '■ froB all etemity;'' as 
there never conld have been a time when God was wHhoBt « ' 



And I would also remark, that, even allowing that this word is 
intended to express the " wisdom of God," yet such an interpretation 
removes the difficulty only one step ; as Christ is said, in I Cor. i. ^^, 
to be " the wisdom of God.'^ 

But I maintain, that Aoycg cannot signify the wisdom of God in 
this passage ; and I do so for the following reasons : — 

(I.) 2of la is the correct Greek term for '* wisdom ;*' not Aoyo^, 

(2.) Even supposing that A^a could denote "wisdom/' then the 
entire passage would be more correctly expressed thus : Uv a^xf! ^ 
i Jofkt, X6(/ 4 Sofia nv iv ©^W* xoi ti Sof /a 9v 0foD. 

(3.) Capacities of active power and intelligence, iBconslsteBtl 
with the nature of an attribute, are asctibed to the Ao/o; in ver. 3, 
11,14. 

(4.) Is it said^in ver. 4, ''In him was life;" but I ask, Is there 
life in an attribute ? Is not life itself an attribute of i^ person ? and 
is not, therefore, the Ao/og a person ? 

(d.) Is it not usual for the New Testament writers to describe 
the attributes of God by a personification, or to be^in a serious and 
solemn narrative with the use of figures of speech. 

(6.) No reason can be assigned for the omission of other attri- 
butes, such as mercy, which were also involved in the incarnation oi 
Christ. 

(7.) To assert, that an attribute of Deity was "with Deity," would 
be an absurd truism -, for where else could the attributes of God be 
supposed to be ? and to say, that one attribute of Deity was (without 
reference to other attributes) Deity itself, would be representing the 
divine nature as a kind of imperiMtn in imperio ! — a Deity in Deity ! 
—-a part equal to the whole ! 

(8.) The Av/di is called, in ver. 14, 'Mhe only-begotten of the 
Father.'' Now, admitting that an attribute might, in some figurative 
sense, be said to have been '^begotten;" yet I cannot understand 
bow it could foe described as the "on/j^ begotten,*^ unless God had only 
one attribute. If this were true, what becomes of the other attri- 
butes of Deity ? What, for instance, becomes of his mercy, his abstract 
mercy, upon which Mr. Porter rests his hope of salvation, independ- 
ently of the atonement ; forgetting that m^rcy cannot be displayed at 
the expense of jusHce, nor can it be elevated above the justice of 
GodP For does he know, that the algebraic principle of neutra. 
lizing one quantity by another, cannot be applied to theattributes of 
the Eternal, so as to represent one attribute as annihilating another P 
Does he hot know, that nothing but the atonement of Christ,T-*the 
only work of supererogation which could have been performed on 
behalf of sinners, and which receives an infinite value from the Deity 
of him who offered it, — is the only solid basis upon which he can 
rest his belief of pardon, and hi84iopes of everlasting glory ? 

For these reasons, I maintain, that Ao/o^, " the word,'^ cannot be 
understood in John i» 1, as designating *' the wisdom of God." On 
the other hand, I maintain, that this word is a title of Christ, for the 
following reasons : 
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(I.) K JB evident, from verae 14, that ft is die dnigiMtion of 8 
peraon who "became fleeb, and dwelt among us." 

(2. ) Because Christ is described, in Rev. xix. 13, nnder this title : 
" He was clotbed in a vesture dipped in blopd, and his name ia called 
the Word of God.'' [Mr. Porter yesterday asserted, that John i. 1 
Is ihe only instance which can be produced of ihe application of the 
tide, Aey^, to the Saviour. Now, here is Ret. xix. 13, which 
affords an additional instance ; and if that will not satisfy him, I refer 
him to Heb. iv. IS, 13 : " The Word OF Ood is qnick and power, 
fnl, and sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the 
dividing asunder of soni and spirit, and of the joints and marrow, 
and is a discenier of the iboughts and intents of the heart ; neither 
is there any creatare that is not manifest in hit sight ; but all things 
are naked, and opened onto tht eyes of Him wilh whom we have to 
do." Here, it is evident, from the tatter verse, that the Apostle is 
speaking of a person ; and I understand the former verse as a strong 
figurative description of the scrutinizing and searching omniscience 
of Christ, by which he explores the inmost arcana of the human 
heart, with the same facility as that wilh which a sword penetrates 
and divides the flesh.] 

The next criticism which Mr. Porter advanced, in connexion wilh 
John i. I, was this, that I might as well prove the doctrine of tran- 
■abstanliation from Ihe words of Christ, "This is my body," as prove 
the Deity ofChrist from the declaration, "The Word was God." Now, 
I beg to remark here, that, in advocaling the doctrine of the Deity of 
Christ, Lhavea common interest wilhnty Roman Catholic fellow-coun. 
Irymen ; and I shall not take advantage of this illustration to speak 
against them upon the present occasion. At a proper time, and in a 
Bollableplace, I am always ready to preach against what I consider to 
be the errors of the Church of Rome; and I trust I shall never shrink 
back from being, in this sense, even considered their enemy, if they can 
call me their enemy because I teil them the truth. I shall, therefore, 
suggest to Mr. Porter another illustration, which wilt answer his 
purpose quite as well ; and I will suppose him to have said to me. 
You might as well prove that ourbodies are made of grass, because 
Ihe Apostle says, " All flesh is grass," as prove the Deity of Christ 
from (he declaration, "The Word was God !" This illustration is 
JDst as wise and sensible as the other. But, suppose I retort the 
principle of ieas(»iing which it involves, how will it then serve his 
cause i* Suppose, for instance, Mr. Porter ahonld advance a text to 
this effi»]t, "The Father is God," as an argument for the proper 
Deity of the Father, what would he say to me if 1 should reject bis 
reasoning by saying to him, You might as well prove that our bodies 
are made of grass, because the Apostle says, "All flesh is grass," as 
prove Ihe Deity of-the Father from the declaration, "The Father is 
God !'' So that this principle which he has advanced tends to over- 
lam the true Deity of the Father : it places in my hands a powtrfn) 
and irresistible lever, wilh which I can uplarn and overthrow the very 
doctrinee which Mr. Porter himself maintains! 

Hr. Porter asserted yesterday and to-day, that the word erne, 
'' God," ID the sentence, "The Word was God," is used inambonfi- 



naU aeoiM. h^t me sapposo it is ; and as Lsan fond of retorting his 
principles of reasoning against himself, I natarally ask, Why should 
the same word occur twice in the very same verse, and have a proper 
meaning in one clause, ("The Word was with God") and a subordi^ 
naU meaning in the latter clause, ("The Word was God.")' I <ur^e, 
that if the word " God," in the last clause, has a subordinate meaning, 
the same word, in the second clause, must also have a subordinate 
meaning ; and therefore the Father, with whom the Word was, is only 
God in a SMbordinate sense I On the other hand, I maintain, that 
becaose the word 0€Oi/, " God/' in the second clause, is used in its 
fr^p€r sense ; consequently, the same word, ©co;, " God," in the 
third clause, is also used in a proper sense. 

But Mr. Porter has advanced this criticism, that because eso^, 
in the sentence, mi &ihi vv 4 A^yoc, " and the W^ord was God,'' baa 
no article prefixed to it, it must, therefore, be understood in a sub* 
ordinate sense, and cannot denote true Deity. But does not ^r. 
Porter know the reason why there is no article before. 0s^(? It is 
this, because idthg is the predicate of the proposition in which it 
occurs ; and also, if it had the article before it, it would be too much 
identified (grammatically speaking) with G$bv in the preceding 
clause, which has the article before it, and the phraseology would not 
keep up the distinction of persons between the Father and the Son : 
so that, in fact, if the two words were to identified, by the prefixing 
of the article before both, this passagb of Scripture would sbbm 
TO €»Ve oountenjlNcb TO Sabeluamism. Further : Does Mr. Porter 
mean to say, that esoc, without the article, does not denote true 
Deity — and that on the other hand, when used with the article, 
it does denote true Deity ? Let me, then, try this principle of criticism 
by the test of Scripture. Btog occurs in verse 6 without the 
article, " There was a man sent from God." Are we to understand 
the word " God" in a subordinate sense there P Again, it occurs in 
verse 13 without the article, " which were bom, not of blood, nor of 
the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God." hm we to 
understand the word " God" in a subordinate sense there? Again> 
it occurs in verse 18 without the article : " No man hath seen God at 
any time." Are we, also, to understand the word " God" in a sub. 
ordinate sense there P On the other hand, if you look to 2 Cok. 
iv. 4, you will find idsbi with the article applied to the Devil, who is 
there styled '* the God of this world :" so that this criticism of Mr« 
Porter's is worth absolutdy nothing ! 

Now, as I am very fond of borrowing Mr. Porter's principie$ of 
interpretation, and making use of them for a time, and when-«-to ose 
a vulgar expresaion*^! have taken a turn out of Uiem, give them 
back to him again ; I shall now make some use of this principle^of 
reasoning which he laid down, when he stated, that the predicate oC 
a proposition may always have the article before it; and I shali 
apply it to the interpretation of a passage upon which Mr. Porter »o 
doubt lays great stress, and which you will find in 1 CoR. xv. 24 to 
28 : *' Then cometh the ead, when he shall have delivered up the 
kingdom to God, even the Father ; when he shall havo put down all 
rule, and all authority and power. (For he mtiat reigUi till be hath 



put ftU enenries titider hit feet. The last enemy' that thtXl be de- 
slrojred ia death. For he hMh pnl all things under bis feet. But 
when he milh. All things are pot under him, it is manifeit, that be is 
excepted which did put all things under him.) And when all things 
■hall be subdned aato bim, then shall the Son also himself be subject 
to bim that did put all things under him, that God may be all in all.'' 
The lost verse reads thus in the original: Smt Sk urtraYJi air^ r& 
wiwa, r6n km n&ri; i \iii( iimrayiiearaj ty {ifnrd£avti aor^ tA T&tra, 
Im.^ i ©(if ni vinra hi nStf/i. But, before I apply Mr. Porter's criti- 
cism to this text, I must first give a general explanation of the entire 
passage. The kingdom which is mentioned in it, cannot be under- 
stood to refer to the general dominion of the aniverse which Christ 
instaiDs tu Ood; for that kingdom shall continue for ever, as ve 
Icam from Iba. ix. 7 : "Of the increase of bis government and peace, 
there shall be no md, npon Ibe throne of David and upon his king- 
dom, to order it, and to establish it, with judgment and with justice, 
from henceforth mm for ever f — and from Luke i. 33 ; " He shall 
reign over (be house of Jacob for ever ; and of his kingdom there 
■ball be no end;" — and from Heb. i. 8: "Thy throne, O God, is /«• 
tver and ever;" — and also from Heb. xii. 8, where it is described as 
ft "kmgdoai which cannot be moved." 

fHie kii^om, therefore, which is referred to in the passage under 
consideration, must be understood to refer to the mediatorial kingdom 
ttf Christ, which he undertook in subordiuation to the Father's will, 
which he curries on in subordination to the Father's will, and which 
he will surrender in subordination to the Father's will. And here I 
would remark, that the fact of a person acting is subordination to 
the will of another, for a limited time and for a specific object, con. 
not prove an i»f«rioritg of nature in the person so acting; but only 
proves a ivrnporary offuAal compliance with the other's will. 

Now, this passage of Scripture merely asserts, that, when the ob. 
jects for which Christ's mediatorial kingdom was instiloted shall have 
been attained, it shall be surrendered to the Father; and that, in the 
act of turrtndering his kingdom to the Father, Chritt wilt tie anting in 
full eom.pliane» with ike Father's will. Now, I request you to attend 
to Ibis last remark ; because it is too generally assumed on one side, 
and admitted on the other, that the clause, " then shall the Sou also 
himself be subject," &c. refers to that eternity which will succeed the 
Act of Christ's surrendering bis kingdom. But the word nm (Ihen) 
never can be used in the eease of a eonlinuing period, mach less as 
denoting a period which will never end. This word invariably refers 
lo a ipee^e dale ; ud in (his passage refers to the particular date of 
Christ's surreodering his kingdom to the Father. It is evident, 
therefore, that this passage may be thus paraphrased: "When all 
diingB shall be snbdned to the Sou as Mediator, then, as the media- 
torial kingdom will be no longer necessary, he will surrender that 
kingdom to the Father, who sustains the higher office in tbe economy 
of grace, in order that (not " God tbe Father,'' as in ver. 24, but in 
order Ihat) God, Father, Sou, and Holy Ghost, may be all in all : so 
that as the Mediator was all in all, doring the conlinnance of his 
kingdom (Col. iii. II); so, afler its termination, the Divine Being 
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will be $11 in all, and carry on the go?ernment of the anirerse bjr a 
(fiireci and immediaU administration. And, in surrendering his king^ 
dom, Christ will be acting in full compliance with the will of the 
Fatber, whose good pleasure it is that he should surrender ati official 
state, which neeestartly implies subordination, and should cease to be 
subordinate. Or, in fact, ke wUl be acting in subjeciion to tie Fathet^t 
will, in ceasing to be eubjeel." 

I shall now apply Mr. Porter's principle of interpretation to this 
passage. The principle to which I allude is this: That the predicate 
of a proposition may always have the article before it. Upon this 
principle, I see nothing to prevent me from translating the 28lh verse 
thus: " When all things shall be subdued unto him, then fi. e. in sur^ 
rendering his kingdom) shall the Son be subject to him that did put 
all things under him, that he (u e. the Son) may be God all in all. 
Mr. Portei's principle, that the predicate may have the article, re- 
moves every objection to my regarding 6 ©si^, " God," as the predi- 
cate of the proposition ; and it is a very general rule of Greek Syntax^ 
that, where the adverb ha is immediately followed by a verb, we are 
to look back to the preceding sentence for the nominative case, to the 
verb which follows Im, 

[But, whilst I am engaged with this passage of Scripture, I would 
wish to direct your attention to the distinction which the Apostle 
makes, in ver. 24, between Jgoucr/av, "authority," and dvvafjuv, ''ability.'' 
He evidently refers to these as two distinct things. The remark I 
wish to make is this: That, though Christ says, in Matt, xxviii. 18, 
ido^ fMt nca^a J^ou<r/a, " all authority has been given to me," he nevef 
said, 6b6dn (mi va<fa bhvaiMg^ " ail ability has been given to me." Christ, 
as Mediator, received e^ougtav, " authority ;" but he did not receive 
duvofjuv, " ability :" and his reception of the "authority" necessarily 
implies his previous possession of the " ability ;" for it would have 
been absurd to have given " authority" to one who did not possess 
the '* ability" required for its effectual exercise.] 

And I would also call upon Mr. Porter to account for the phra- 
seology in the 24th verse, " God the Father." If the Father exclu- 
sively be God, why use the words, "God the Father"? Would not 
the word " God" have been sufficient P and do not these words imply 
the existence of another person beside " God the Father,'' who is G od ? 

Mr. Porter has asked me in reference to John i. 1, " How could 
Christ be the same God with whom he wasP" I answer, that he 
could have been the same God with the Father, though not the same 
person with the Father. And I would refer him to two passages of 
Scripture, which prove that the clause, " the Word was with God," 
means, that the Word was with the Father ;^io John xvii. 5, "And 
now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glory, 
which 1 had with thee before the world was;'' — ^and to 1 John i« 2, 
" For the life was manifested, and we have seen it, and bear witness* 
and show unto you that eternal life which was with the Father** 

Mr. Porter next adverted to John i. 3, " All things were made 
by him," {'rim'a 6i aurou J/svsro;) and asserted, that Christ was a 
created and finite instrument in the hands of the Creator, and wan 



employed bj bim in creating; a]l things. And bOw did ha prove tbtaF 
—By a yen " wire-drawn" criticism upon the Greek preposition tm. 
[And here 1 may remark, that I am not is the babit of suspending 
my creed on fine-epun criticismB npon Greek prepositions.] But 
let me examine this criticism. He asserted that iia always denotes 
the instTvmmtal cause. Now, if this criticism be true, I shoald wish 
to know how he will explain RoH. xt. 36, " For of him, (i. e. God) and 
throngh bim, (Jl/aurciiO and to him, are all things." Are we to under. 
Btand, from this passage, that God was only the inslnmental cause 
of all things? or how will he explain Heb. ii, 10, "For it became 
him, (i. e. the Father,) for whom {il w) are all things, and by whom 
[SI a/) are all things ?" Are we to understand, from this passage, that 
" the Father" was only the insirumenlal cause of all things ? Thus 
his argument, that Sia, in JoBN i. 3, only denotes that Christ was 
the instrumental cause of the creation, falls to the ground. And J 
may remark, that the passage in Heb. ii. 10, to which I have just 
referred, contains both Si iv, "for whom," and il (u, "by whom," and 
illustrates this rule of Greek Syntax: That, wben Sia denotes the 
^nal eatise, it governs the accusative ; and, when it denotes tbe effi- 
cient cause, it governs tbe genitive case. I argue, therefore, that Sfu 
denotes the efficient cause; and, even supposing it did denote tbe 
vtitTumeni, stilt I can prove, by a reference to Hosea i. 7, that the 
ifistrwnent is no less a person than Jehovah himself: "I will have 
mercy on the house of Judah, and will save them by Jehovah their 
God." 

I shall close this address by alluding to an argnment which Mr. 
Porter advanced yesterday, against my reasoning for tbe Deity of 
Christ, by comparing tests in which the same divine attributes are 
referred to Christ and Jehovah or God. He quoted Is&. vii. 4, in 
which the prophet is represented as speaking to Ahax, and compared 
it with the 10th verse, in which Jehovah is represented as speaking 
toAhaz; and he'told you, that, upon my principles of reasoning, I 
ought to ai^ue for ihe Deity of Ibaiah ! I ask him, in reply, Ib 
"speaking" a divine work? Cannot a// creafwrM, who are endowed 
with this faculty, speak? And I b^ to remind him, that, wben I 
argue for the Deity of Christ from a comparison of texts in which 
"Jehovah" or " God" is spoken of, with others in which *' Cbrisf ' is 
spoken of, I condne myself exclusively to those in which the same 
mvine works or preri^tives are attributed in each, and do not refer 
to texts in which actions are spoken of which might he performed by 
creatnreB. Thus when I Gnd it asserted, in Pa. Ixxviii. 56, that the 
Israelites "tempted and provoked the Most High God ;" and wben, 
again, in 1 Cor. x. 9, 1 find this very transaction referred to Christ in 
ttaeee words, "Neither let us tempt Christ, as some of them also 
tempted," — I naturally identify "Christ," in the latter passage, with 
"the Most High God," in the former: Justus — when I find an asser. 
tion made in Acts vii, 38, that a person named " Saul" was standing 
by at the martyrdom of Stephen, and " took chaise of the clothes of 
the witnesses;" and again, in Acts zxii. 20, I tind a person named 
"Paol" declaring, that "wben the blood of the martyr Stephen 
woa Bhed, he also was stEuiding by^, and consenting unto his deadi. 
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and kept the raiment of them that dew him,"^l infer, from a coim- 
parieon of these two passag^es, that '^ Sanl^ and ^' PanK* are oommon 
designations of the same person. So, likewise, when I find the same 
divine works and prorogatires, or the same identical facts, referred 
to '<Ood^ in one passage, and to Christ in another, I infer that 
Christ is Ood-*one €K>d with the Father, not one person with the 
Father. 



Mr. porter.— Mr. Bagot having, in the speech which you 
have jast heard, publicly explained how. In consistency with his 
theory, the term " Father*' is so often used in reference to the Su- 
preme Being, and how, and why it is, that in Scripture the phrase, 
•* God thb Father," occurs so frequently,-^! beg to ask him to ex- 
plain, on the same principle, how it is that the phrase, '' God thb 
Son," never occurs P 

This is a plain questiop, and I expect a direct answer. 

Mr. BAGOT ^I have proved by innumerable passagesy advanoed 

both yesterday and to-day, that Christ is God. It is said, for instance, 
in John i. 1, '' The Word was God ;" in Rom. ix. 6, that Christ is 
''God over all, blessed for ever;" and I John v, 20, that the Son df 
God is " true God and eternal life." There is God the Son« 

Mr. PORTEiR.— It is but seldom that 1 have had occasion to con^ 
gratulate myself on the exercise of caution and circumspection ; but, 
on the contrary, I have frequently been obliged to regret my not having 
taken sufficient pains to guard myself against a contingent evil. For 
once in my life, however, I have been prudent I am happy, exceedingly 
happy, that the speech which I delivered at the close of yesterday's 
proikledings, was accurately prepared and written down previously, 
with the exception of a few extempore remarks, in reply to Mr. Bagot's 
speech, just before pronounced. I am exceedingly happy that this 
was the case ; because, from the manner in which Mr. Bagot has 
treated my statements, attributing to me sentiments whidi I never 
entertained, and language which I never uttered. I have reason to 
fear, that, unless I could tlms positively identify every syllable of what 
I advanced, I should be in the hands of one, whose tender mercies to 
my arguments would be cruek It is not, of course, of his attempts to 
answer my statements, that I complain. Could he do so couvincingly, 
it would please me well. Truly gratified should I be, when thns 
convinced, to be able to unbrace the popular tenets conscientiondy, 
and perhaps to become a member of that dominant hieratchT, with 
which there is connected so much of worldly honour, emofufflent, 
and respect; and in which I see individuals, not infinitely my snpe^. 
riors in personal merits advanced. to elevated stations. Nothing 
would give me greater pleasure, therefore^ than to hear Mr* Bagot 
refute my arguments, and demonstrate that my doctrmes are Wrong. 
It is not, then, of his attempts to ansu^er my arguments that I oom^ 
plain : I complain that in his statement of them, be has mangled them 
and murdered them. If he means to refute my positions, he ought 
surely to state them corfectly. To mis-state and distort ihemp tmd 



tben to ground sn at^^aiiient on his oim mterepresentatioDB, it sot 
■Mwering Mv arguoHnts at all, but anvnenng xmae supposed asser- 
lioDS wbkh I Derer made, and for,which I am not accountable : ihuj 
we not nrine, uiy more that) tbey are bis own. 

Tbeae remarks hare been drawn from ni« by Hi. Bitot's Ian. 
gaag« witb respect to my obaerTationa on John i. 1. In orderthat 
' yon may see how very closely Mr. Bsigot krpt to the pinot of my 
criticlBra, and how intiataUly caaxittted with the Bubjevt is all that 
bs advanced respectiag the explanation of the AApt aa the wisdom 
of the Deity, and concerning the personifi cation of an atlribate; and 
indeed to prore hate directly the whole of bis ailment on Uiat text 
b(R9 on the subject of diictiiaion,— I shall sim^y read to yon, Irom 
dM paper DOW before me, what I aetnally did say, oa the occasion 
sihidKl to by my reverend opponent : — 

*' Another pmsaife on which Mr . Bogot laid touch tliess, on this ai on fomier oc- 
cadoDS, Is JoBM i. I : In tht beghming mu tJu word, and Iha »nf mat mlh God, 
and tht word irii God. ■ * Autki»gi wert madt ly Aim i and siMvat Ant WEU 
■u« My Ihhui made that woi maia. ■ • On thi> ftange of Scriptare, however, bow 
bcfen a% it is wOfUij' of wmafk, that scvend leanitd meo haTe bean of opioioa that 
by tbe iverd we are not here to uidentand the jierion of Chriit, but the Kiidom of 
God whicli dwelt b him. 

" But leaeing Ihii ebiertatton out qf vim attogHher, itikI allonriiig the eoniRio* 
rrmuIoftDii to itamd tmalttrid, the phraie, * tA( word wet God? no more provet hit 
Slipreme Dei^, than the linKnage * flit ii wy hady, (Am if my blood,' fnta the 
doctrine of TrantulutanUatiaD," &«. &a, be. 

And then I went on to explain the passage on a totally diSerent 
priaciple, from that on wbicb Mr. Bagot bas ctnmmented. He will 
fidlow me in this debate ; and, as he hae not yet answered my le^ 
Boning on John i. 1, 1 hope he willdo s»mach jagtieelohlseanfle, 
tohis oi^iient, and to this auditory, as to do bo now ; and that, in 
future, he will endeavMir to be mors aconrote in faia slaienent of my 
ai^amentB. I appeal to yoo, if I bavc dealt with bi» obeerralion^ 
M he hw dealt with ndne. I appeal to hi«te1f. If he bas once bad 
reason, since the commencement of this diB(nisB)on, to conpIaiB of 
K« for having mis-stated a syllable of what be advanced. These 
repeated inaccaracleB on bl»part, {I should be looth to say^ sad I 
do not say wiljitl iDaccnracies,} certainly prove, that he has not been 
paytag: that continued attention to my statementB, wbicb I felt my- 
taa bound, and which I endenvsured, to pay bis^ 

Some of the statementB which Mr. Bagot has laid before you, 
might be made the sabjects of most lodlcrous animadversion, were 
the subject of this controversy not of a nature loo awful fo be can. 
lentplated m a ridiculous point of view. He has (old you, that " tbe 
eftase;min-a%precede9th«ej!tol" I oughtj I suppose, (o thank bim 
for BO lai^e anaBogenerottsanadmieeioni Mr. Bagot, then^, admlis 
that — generally speaking — tbecause precedesthe effect ! and with Ibis 
imoortant conceuion, I should have been well saiieficd, had he not 
BubsequeDtly nealralised its effect, by declaring that, in all cans, tbe 
father is "coeval" with his own son ; Ibat is to say, the ten is, in all 
caw„a$oldathi».own/atheT I This was said, not with regard to 
Deity altwe, bat with espiess reference to human beings and to 
AiMMM *aU»r*. The father and tbe son "coeval I .'" The sod as gld as 
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his own AUber ! ! ! What weight can be attached to an argument sack 
«• this ? I feel that I do his position more than justice in calling 
It an argument; but such is the reasoning he has brought forward 
to prove the coetemity of Christ, the Son of God— with God, the 
Fatner. It it not an argument: it is a mere quibbling sophism 
opon an awful subject 1 hope Mr. Bagot is sensible of the impor- 
tance of the question in debate between us : but I am sorry to say, 
that in a great many instances, whether through inattention or de- 
sign, he has given us a numb^ of examples, which would induce a 
contrary impression. 

Mr. Bagot went on further to tell us, that because the Israelites 
are supposed to be represented as having tempted Christ, in a certain 
passage of Scripture, Christ must be God over all : since, as he has 
stated, **ntm$ hut God can he the object of sin,-'* or, in other words, 
sin can be committed against no being but God. As a short an- 
swer to this argument, I would merely refer him to another passage 
in the New Testament, in which the Apostle Paul declares to the 
church of the Corinthians, that /'he who committeth** a certain of- 
fence, which he specifies, "sinneih against his own body !" Did the 
Apostle then mean to represent a man's body as possessed of a pro- 
per Deity ? Is a man's oum body his God ? After this simple re- 
ference, I leave Mr. Bagot's argument to speak for itself. 

Mr. Bagot referred to my observation on the preposition did^ 
which is uniformly employed in the New Testament, where the 
creation is said to have been accomplished ihroitgh or by Christ ; 
and affirmed, that the same preposition is frequently used in Scrip- 
ture with reference to the Supreme Being ; and, of course, in cir- 
cumstances where it cannot denote the instrumented case. Now I 
neither have time, nor should I exactly wish, to undertake the trouble 
at present, to go over all the texts in the New Testament, in which 
dieb is found Mlowed by a genitive case. I shall therefore content 
myself with reading the following short extract from the writings of 
a gentleman, in whose veracity and candour, I, in common widi all 
who know him, repose the fullest reliance, — I mean the Rev. James 
Yates, now minister of Carter-Lame Chapel, in the city of Lon. 
don, and author of a most satisfactory reply to Dr. Wardlaw's Dis- 
courses; a work which Mr. Bagot yesterday stated, had never been 
answered. In the course of this reply, at page 84, Mr. Yates states :— 

** The preposition did, followed by a genitive or acensative case, occurs in the New 
Testament about six hundred and thirty times. It is used to denote the efficient eauee 
of the Tprtkdwtien of an effect, (of course governing in these instances the genitive,) 
about two hundred and nmety times. I have examined all the passages where it Is 
found. I have observed that its general application, when used to point out an effieieat 
cause, is to represent not the pHmary, but the secondary, or imtrwRsntdl cause.' 

And in a note on this passage, Mr. Yates adds, — 

'* Against the universality of this rule, only one passage presents much difficulty r 
1 Cor. i. 9, 3/ ov JxXjj^rg, ** through whom ye were called." But even here, there 
is strong reason for considering i«ro as the true reading. — See Griesbach. Even allow- 
iog did to denote the original cause in two or three passages, still the probability that 
it denoted the inatrumental, would be, in any doubtful case, as a hundred to one,** 



I troold gkdljF lay berore yoa tlie extractB which Mr. Yatbs hag 
adduced from the Greek Fathers, Origbn ood Eusebids, — those 
eminently learned and honest writers, — entirely conHrming the view 
of the meaning of this preposition which has t>een now stated ; but 
thai I must go od to lay before you as mach as I can of the positive 
evidence in supportof my two propositions, which remains yet to be 
considered. 1 have scarcely time sufficient to bring it forward, con- 
sistently with that intelligibility which I am anxious to preserve ; 
and I fear I shall be obliged to omit a considerable number of very 
Important references. 

I. In continuation of the proof that Christ is expressly declared 
tn Scripture to he a crtaltd being, 1 appeal to his own words, in — 

' Rav, iii. 14. TbeM thiDga saith tbe Amen, the futbful and true witneu, ihe 
htgiwning of tht crealion of God. 

3. There are several texts which affirm that Christ derived his 
Existence from the Father ; as for example — 

JoHH V, S6. Far as the Fatlier hath life in himMlf, so hath ht giaen to the Sm 
to bave life in bimself. 

And this passage, which contains our Lord's own words, affords a 
Bufficieol answer to the ai^ument for our Lord's self-existence, which 
Mr. Bagot buill on the worda of the Evangelist, " In him was life ;" 
for it shows, that the life which was in the Son was the gift of the 
Father; — not an inherent or independent existence. To (his I may 
add another declaration of bis own ; 

John vi. 37. The living F&tber hath seat me ; mtd',1 live fry tht Father. 
As, therefore, the former passage proves that he had received exist- 
ence from the Father at the first ; so does the latter expressly affirm, 
that he continued to live " by Ike Father," and that hislife depended 
on the Father's will. 

3. The following texts prove, by express and explicit declara- 
tion, that the Knowledge which Christ possessed was derived from the 
Father. 

John T. 30. Ai I ktar, I judge, ■ a:aimj}aigmeatiB just; because f «eeJl net 
miiu Mm iBiil, but Itae will of Mc Father who hath tent me. 

JOBN V. 20. Tba Fatb«r lovetb the Son, and shawelh him alt tkingt that be 
himwlf doetb.l 

Jo8H Til. 1(>, IT. 'Hfv doctrine it not mine, bat Bis tbat rent KB. If anj 
man will do liia will, he will know of Ibe doctrine, whether it be <tf Bod, or whether 
I speak qf myteif. 

From the manner in which oar Saviour contrasts the two sonrces' 
whence his knowledge could be supposed to come, — (from God, and 
from himtelf,) — it is evident that bad it come from himself, it would 
iu)t have been of God: consequently, he denies his Deity, in this 
passage ; besides affirming, what indeed amounts to the same thing, 
that his doctrine was communicated to him by the Father. The 
same fact is stated in — 
JoHNviii. 36. He that sent me is truej and / rptak to tbe world thote tUngi 
■ vkieh I have heard or hiu. 

JoHHviii,2S. Ai mji Father hath taught me, I speak these tbings. 
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Stntngfrthat if be went the Supreme Being, be eboaki require the 
teacbing of the FlAtber to iastf act bim in the troth : 

Jovir xJL 4^ iX>. I kave nai ipoken <tf mynHf; but TBB Fatbbr who sent 
«li^ HB ttATB MB coMif ANBMBRT, whot I shmUd Mjf, and what I shotild speak. 
And I kaov thai his comnaodmeot is life everiasting i w^lsofser / ipeakf there' 

/k¥9, BTBN Aa THB FAXHBB BATBl gAlB VHWO MB* SO / ap§ak. 

Now, I ask, cea worde more expresaly, more pointedly, convey 
the idea of derived knowledge, iban these of oar blessed Lord? — 
i^d, if these are inadequate disclaimers of divine wiisdom, I ask, 

WHAT FORM OF LANGUAGE WOULD BE SUFnCIENT FOR THE PURPOSE ? 

I hope to hear these passages explained by Mr. Bagot; trnd 
I hope,^ alHQ> that if he interprets these declarations^ as spoken by 
our Lord, in his human nature merely, he will inform us upon what 
be grounds that distinction of natures in the person of Christ, which 
is so necessary for the support of his theory, and what criterion he 
applies by which it may be known when he speaks in one capacity, 
and when he speaks intheotker, — seeing that he himself never refers 
to such a distinction, hut umformly speaks of himself as one. You 
will observe, that in all these passages, (except one,) he designates 
bimself by the personal pronoan /,— a word which isjalways em- 
ployed to denote the whole and entim person of the speaker, in all 
nis capacities^ offices, or relations ; and that our Lord gives no inti- 
mation tbat be uses it in a peculiar or restricted sense, to point out 
one of bis [snpposed] two natures only, and not the other. According 
to Mr. Bagoty we gather from different passages that Christ wasr 
possessed pf two natures, a human and a divine. I would wi^ him, 
then, to tell us, what neither Christ himself nor any of his disciples 
has informed us, how we are to know when he speaks of the one, and 
when of the other. 

JoBN zv. 15. AU things that I have heard from my Father, I have made 
knowB to you, 

JoBB xvii.^ Ij 8. Now tbe^F have knowQ^thiit aU things whatsoever thou hasS 
given me, are tfthee. 

These c^e plain, express, unequivocal proofs of my position, pro- 
ceeding from the lips of our Lord Jesus Christ bimself, and therefore 
coming to us widi the highest nathority. We cannot account for 
bis employment of such language, while he was possessed of perfect 
omzMscie^ce^ axid himself the source of all truth and of all knowledge, 
without at tbe same time asseftisgi that he wilfnlly employed lan- 
guage calculated to mislead his hearers, and those witn whom he 
eonversed. Never has itbeen>a£iirmed of any man, either in Scrip- 
tiufe, or in any other composition, that his knowledge was derived 
more distinctly than our Lord, in these texts, declares that all bis 
knowledge was derived from the Father. Let Mr. Bagot bring for- 
ward a single text as plainly and as distinctly affirming, that the know, 
ledge of Clurist was underOfed^ assess texts affirm the reverse, and' 
I am satisfied to give up the argument whicbtbey afford against his 
proper Deityp«4>ut not till thea To the sameeffect aa the foregoing 
aeclanitions of our Lord himself, recorded In the gospels, are several 
very distinct assertions contained in the other books of Scripture. 



I 



as 

Hbb. i. I, 9, Ood, who M ranitj timet, lod in dlfcn maimBii, (pal« id tine 
put unto tbe fkUiera by lltt f ro plu U, luth in UwK last dap ipakcD unto nt by hit 
Son, whom he bMta appointed beir of all thingi, iijr [throughj wbata tita he made 
the worids. 

The latter clause ought prohtUy to he rendered, " made the am ;'• 
but this is immateriia to oar preaent purpose, since it ia equalff i^ 
parent, whatever translation be adopted, that the vladom with which 
Christ taught, and the power which he exercised, were both derived 
from God, and not his own inherently. To the same effect, we read 
in that book of Revelations to which Mr. Bi^ot is so remarkably 
fond of referring : 

Rev. i. 1. The Revetaliati of Jaui Chriil, VKKa OOD oiva VKTo HIK, 10 
Ehow unto b\s servants things which miut shortlj come to pu9; and he Knt and 
signified by Am angel unto hia serrant Jolin. 

On which I shall only ask bow it would be possible for Christ to 
receive from God a revelation, — that te, a discovery of things 
previously unknown, — if he were, at the very time when he received 
it, truly and properly God himselfP 

4. The places, wherein it clearly and pointedly staled that Christ 
derived from the Father his Potver, are so nameroas, that 1 con only 
bring forward a very meagre selection. The following, however, will 
render this point perfectly obvions : 

JoHW I, 33. Jetoa answered tbern. Many gooi ivoria have I ihown yon from 
my Fatlur. 

In these words he undeniably refers to his Father, as the source ef 
that miraculous enei^ whicu he possessed. 

JoBN V. 19, 20. Tien answered Jetui, and said unto them, Tbb Son can do 
tiOTRnro OF KiusBtr, bnl what he leah the Pother do ; for whatsoeTer things he 
doeth, tlMK alte doeth tbe Son libewiw. For the Father loaeth the Son, imii tho»- 
ttk him all thing* thai Utnulf doelk : and gnaterwiviubewilLsbewhiai than tbeic^ 
that je ma; marret. 

JOBK V. aa I CAK or MtKB UWM ICU 



JoBH Tiii. 28. Then uid Jesus nnto them. When ye have lilted up the Son o( 
nwn, then ahaU je know that I am [he,} aad that / do nathfag of mydf. 

Acts x. 33. God anoinltd Jeaui of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost, oful mOh 

This verso I quoted before, to establish another point. The last 
word, however. Is so pecnlUrly applicable to that which I am now 
engaged in illustrating,— viz. that our Lord's power was derived, not 
teherent, — that I feel I need tttalkc no apology for again presenting 
it to your notice. The same remark may be made on — 

Acts ij. S3. Jesus ol Nazareth, a man approved at God among ;oa, by mlraclea, 
and wonders, and signs, mhich Ood did by [i- e. through'] him. 
No langaa^e can be more directly in favour of my argument, than 
that of our Lord in — 

John xiv. 10. Thb Fatsbb that dwellelb in me, hedoelh Ihenm-Ia. 
In farther proof of die same position, I now advert to the narrative 
of a remarkable occasion, on which the miraculous power which oar 
Lord possessed was most conspicuously displayed : I mean the rais- 
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ing of Lazaras from the dead ; in which our Savioar most clearly 
acknowled^s a derived power to work miracles : 

John xi. 21 — 23. Martha said unto Jesus, *' Lord, if thou hadst been here, 
my brother had not died : but I know that even now, whatsoever thou wilt ask of 
Godf God will give it thee," Jesus saith unto her, ** Thy brother shall rise 
again!" [4L— 43.] And Jesus lifted up his eyes, and said, <* Father! I thank 
thee that thou haet heard me. And I knew tLat thou hearett me always : but 
because of the people which stand by, I said it, that they may believe that thou 
hast sent me." And when he had thus spoken, he cried with a loud voice, 
''Lazarus, come forth." 

I may take this opportunity of adverting to a remark which Mr. 
Bagot made, founaed on the words which occur in this passage : 
'' Because of the people which stand hy I said it, that they may 
believe that thou hast sent me.'' From this expression he argued, 
that all the various prayers which Christ presented to God, were 
not offered up in the desire, or with the intention, to procure any 
thing for himself; since he was himself the source and fountain of 
every blessing : but were simply designed to produce an effect on 
the people who surrounded him, and who witnessed his [apparenf] 
devotion. Now, I pass by what appears to me a very irreverent 
mode of dealing with the character of Christ ; which I think it is, to 
assert, that he did any thing, not for (he real purpose for which it 
was professed to be done^ but for the purpose of producing aHe^ect 
on the minds of spectators. I recur to another incident in our Sa- 
viour's conduct, which will prove that Mr. Bagot's hypothesis is very 
far from the truth. We are informed, that, on one occasion, he 
retired te a mountain to pray, apart Did he pray in this manner, 
for the sake of effect on the minds of the by-standers ? There were 
no by-standers. But, according to his own precept, he prayed to his 
Father, whose eye seeth in secret, and who was the only witness to 
bis devotion. We read elsewhere, that our Saviour spent whole 
nights in prayer — the prayer of solitude and retirement. But all 
this was done, as Mr. Bagot informs us, because of those who stood 
by ! This explanation will not suffice. It will not do to say, that 
the human nature of Christ was then engaged in prayer to his proper 
Deity, ybr the sake of effect! Some other explanation of these pas- 
sages must be sought. 

5. 1 shall now prove to you, by precise and unequivocal declara. 
tions of Scripture, that the Authority which Christ exercised was 
derived from the Father. I begin with his own words in — 

Matt, xzviii. 18. AU authority li^ov<»a] is given unto me in heaven and in 
earth. 

Rev. ii. 26, 27. He that overcometh and keepeth my works unto the end, to 
him will I give authority over the nations : and he shall rule them with a rod of iron : 
* * even as I have received qf my Father. . 

Now, let us suppose that these words — " I will give authority over 
the nations, to rule them with a rod of iron'' — had been spoken by 
our Saviour, without those other expressions which are found in the 
context, what an admirable proof of Christ's Supreme Divinity they 
would have furnished ! Who could give authority over the nations, 
but God only ? it would have been asked in a triumphant tone. But 
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from the text as it stands, it is erideat tbtU Chriit kimt«lf had ra- 
etiwd thit authority, and received it from Ou Father; nhicb plainly 
sbowB that liis mediatorial authority, or kingdom, is olao derived from 
the Father. 

JoBR iii. 35. 1^ Father levelh the Son, and hatk given all tkingi into Uf 
lumdt. 

Onr Lord does not say, that the Father had loved Aw kuman nature, 
and given all things into Us bands ; but that, in his whole and entire 
BatnTe, the Father laved him, and entnioted him with tbe auiborily 
with vbicb be was invested. I turn back to tbe prophecy in — 

Lvas i. 33, 33. The Lord God Mbft gitie unto Rim the thmne of bis f&thec 
Darid.-.and lie itaall leigD ever the houae af Jftcob for everj and of his kingdom 
Uiere tball be do end. 

JOHK iiL 37-.^^. All that iki Father giarth nw Bhall come to me ; and btm 
diat eooieth to me, 1 will in no tnat cast out : for I came down from beaVen, not to 
d* mtm oivit wilf, baltluwUlof Him that tmi Ttt ; and this i> the Father's will 
that liatta sent me, that oF all which ht kaJh girtn me, I should love Dotbing, but 
■honld raise it up again at the laat da;. 

JoBH K. IT, IS. 'Therefore doth mj Father love me, because I lay dawn mj 
life that I might lalie it again. No man takelh it fiom me, [See xix. 11.]. but 
I lajp it dowD of mjielf. / Asm aHlharilg \^i^ouaiavl to lay it down, and I haie 
antlion'ly to take it again. Thit promite have J receiiKd of my Falher. {ivrtXiji 
PremiMHo tUvina. — Schleusner. ] 

0. I am obliged, by want or time, to omit a great nnmber of texta. 
vbicb I have marked down in the notes that lie before me ; and all 
of which have a direct reference to tbe point which I am now illus* 
trating. Omitiing them, as I conceive I may with perfect safety, 
itfter the numbers which have been already adduced, I come to those 
passages in which it is declared, that whatever Honour and Glory 
onr Savionr had, were bestowed upon him by tlie Father, and were 
eqjoyed in subordination to the Father. 

Pbq. ii. II. [He became obedient onto death:] wherefore God also katk 
lugJUg egaUed him, and final him a name that is above every name j — that in [irj 
the name oF Jesus every knee ihould bow, of [things] in heaven, and of [things] in 
vaith, and of [things] under the earth j and that every tongue shoold confess that 
Jetiu Chritt it Lord, — TO the or.oaT or God, tbb Fitueb ! 
Had this quotation been found without those words which occur in 
the latter part and at the beginning of the sentence, what a splendid 
proof it would have been supposed to afford of the inherent Deity of 
our Saviour ! and what a copious theme for declamation it would 
have presented i^inst any person who might have supposed that 
Ae phrases whiofa it contains could be explained, so as not to argue 
tbe sapremacy of the being to whom they are applied ! He would 
bave been cried down, as gniliy of tampering with the word of God 
and with the souls of men, by frittering away the expiesa teaching of 
Scriptare ! Unfortunately, however, for those who might have made 
Ibis use of tbe passage, the Apostle himself declares, that " God" 
eitealtd onr Lord to his exalted station, and beeloved upon hitn 
that majestic name, and invested him with that pre-eminence which 
be enjoys ; bo that, even in his greatest state of dignity, this high 
Mid lofty Lord ia subordiniUe antl inferior to God, the Father ; id bo 
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*DiQcb, that the homaf^e and honour paid him, are rendered ^' to the 
9lory of God, Ike Father /" 

Hkb. ii. 9. We see Jesus who was made a little lower than the angels, for 
the nffeting of death, crowned with glory and honour. 

Sorely, in this passage, the glory and honour of Christ are declared 
to be derived ! 

And, lastly, there are numerous assertions in Scripture, which 
prove that, 

IN ALL THINGS, CBRI8T tVAS AND IS SUBORDINATE AND INFERIOR TO 

THE FATHER. 

Matt xx, 30 — 23. Grant [sud the mother of the sons of Zebedee to our 
Saviour] that these my two sons may sit, ^e one on thy right hand, and the other 
on thy left, in thy kingdom. * ^ He saith, * « To sit on my right hand and on 
my left hand, i$ not mine to grant y bkobpt to those vok whom it^ is pbb« 

PAEKD OF MT FaTAKR. 

Christ, then, declared that stations orpre-eminence in his kingdom, 
be was not authorised to bestotv. This was beyond bis delegated 
authority, and belonged to the peculiar prerogative of his Father ! 
T leave it \o yourselves to determine, whether this declaration can 
be reconciled with the doctrine of the proper Deily of Christ, by 
any principle of interpretation which would not make him guilty of 
^uivocalion, mental reservation, and not merely virtual, but actual 
falsehood. Against all such interpretations, I will record my pro^ 
test. While I own my self a follower and disciple of Jesus, I will, in 
consistency with my faith and my profession, vindicate his veracity 
from all aspersions ! 

John xiv. 28. My Father is greater than I. 

According to the orthodox interpretation, these words must signify, 
" My Father is not greater than /.*' 

1 Cor. xi. 3. The head of every man is Christ ; and the head of the wsman is the 
man ; and the head of Christ is God. 

I Cor. iii. 22, 23. Whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, or the world, or life, 
or death, or things present, or things to come; all are yours; and y» are Christie 
AND Christ is God's. 

Upon this text, I may repeat a supposition that I have already 
applied to some others. Had we read, that the world, and life, and 
death, and things present, and things to come, all were Christ's,-^ 
what a convincing argument it would have afforded to believers in 
his proper Deity 1 I am quite certain it would have been put for- 
ward prominently among the fancied proofs of his omnipotence. We 
find, however, that the assertion is made of Christians in general ! 
Christians themselves are indeed declared, in the next' clause, to be. 
long to Christ ; but in that which follows, Christ is, in the same 
terms, and therefore in the same sense, affirmed to belong to God ! 
If th^ be not a proof of inferiority, I know not what proof wojuid 
su^ce. 

V I shall only be able to advert to on^ passage more : 



t89 

' I Co*. XV. 34—38. Tben coneth the «nd, when IChrist] ihoH hvie deti* 
lered' up,the klngdoni to God, ecen the Father; wben he shall buve put. down 
all rule, and all auChorily, and all power ; for be must rtiga tl]\ be bath put 
all enemies aoder his feet. Death, Ibe la^t enemy, shall be destroyed ; for ha 
bath " pnt" all things under bis feet. But when be sailh, " All tilings ore imt 
Bnder him," it is manifest that He a Kucepled who did "put" all thrnsi 
under hin. And vben all things shall be " put" under bim, thtn ihaU tht Smt 
oltn 6s "jHit" inidtr him Ihat did "put" aU Ihiag* aaSir him, — thai God mat 

Upon this context Mr. Bngot leasooed at length ; but I have not 
time to esamine his stalements minately. It is unneceBsary to dwell 
upon his proposed emendation of iheveraion in the last clanae; viz: 
<' that he [i. e, Chrisl] may be God, all in all ;" because, after proving 
this tnHst be the meaning of the pELsaoge, he admilted that if is not t 
On this point, therefore, I need not delay. Neither shall I controvert 
hia view of the meaning' of the particle ron, as denoting a partimlar 
point, rather than a conlinuoui tuccession of time. I shall not con- 
test this criticism, because I entirely concur in it. Bat Mr. Bagot^ 
in the remainder of his explanation, overlooked the fact, that tbe 
word which in King James' translation is rendered " shall be subject,'' 
ie not an adjective in the original, but a verb in tbe future lense, 
(DroToj^inTaf,] Ihe same which is, in the other verses, translated "put 
under;" and that it ought here to be rendered by tbe same, or an 
equivalent pbrase. In fact, it means not " shall be subject," but 
" Aall be subjected;" and to disprove it, I challenge the world. 

I now leave my arguments in the bands of Mr. Bagot, wjih a 
parting request, tbat, if he thinks tbem worth noticing; at all, he will 
•tale them eorrectly, and answer tbem fairly. 



Mr. bagot. — Mr. Porter has jost called upon me to slate tbe 
objections whiob he considers himself to have advanced against my 
doctrines, explicitly, and to answer them fairly. I beg to say, that 
this is a strange request. It is rather odd that he should ask me to 
argue against myself. There is not a single passage which Mr. 
Porter bas advanced, which is not a positive and affirmative proof on 
my side, substantiating and illustrating my propositions. Look, for 
instance, to the printed statement of my second proposition, and 
yon will find that I have undertaken to prove, that the Lord Jesus 
Christ is Mediator and perfect Man, as well as perfect God. Now, 
every passage advanced by Mr. Porter, in bis last speech, has proved 
for me, tbat Christ totu a man. Why, then, should I argue agninsl 
myself, by controverting these ergnments ? If he has kindly assisted 
me in building up my temple, why should I demolish the handiwork 
which he bas performed in my behalf? In fact, instead of three 
speeches to-day, I shall have delivered six — three in my own person, 
and three in the person of Mr. Porter, as my representative ! 

1 shall, therefore, refer to the arguments which Mr. Porter yea. 
terday advanced, and to which I have not as yet replied. 

He referred lo Neb. ix. 27, " According to thy manifold mcr> 
cies, thou gavest them Saviourt, who saved them out of the band of 
their enemies;" and- he a^ed that I might as well nMiatain the 
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Deity of mU ihe S^ffUmn spoken of in this text, as believe in tbe 
Deity of Christ from tbe fact of bis beiiigr called <' gayiour !'' I 
answer this by simply stating what my argnnlent for tbd D:eity of 
Christ, from his being called " Saviour/' really is. It is just this : 
Jehovah is called <' Saviour" in the highest eense i^fihe word, and Christ 
is called "Saviour" in the highest sense of the word: therefore^ as 
there is only one Saviour in tbe highest sense, Christ is Jebovafc. 
And on referring to 2 Pbt. iii. 18, you will there find that Christ is 
styled Saviour in the highest sense of the term : ". Grow in grace, and 
in the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ ^ to him be 
glory both now and for ever. Amen.^' 

He next referred to £xod. iii. 14, in which Jehovah says, ''I am 
that I am;" and then to 1 Con. xv. 10, in which the Apostle says^ 
•* By the grace of God I am what I am :" and he told me that I miglit 
as well argue for|the Deity of Paul from a comparison of these two 
passages, as for the Deity of Christ from the comparuon of texts 
which I instituted in the course of my address on Monday I I ask. Am 
I to occupy your time bv replying to such arguments as these? Is 
it necessary foir me to show the difierence between the language of. 
Paul, " By tbe grace of God I am what I am," and the ineffable and 
incommunicable title of Jebovah, ''I am that t am P^' 

These two examples will be sufficient to refute any other objec- 
tion of a similar descrijption which Mr. Porter may have advanced. 
And I would again denne the nature of the argument | have based 
upon a comparison of texts in which ''Jehovah" or "God" is 
spoken of, with others in which Christ is spoken of, by reminding 
you that I have selected only those texts in which characteristics or 
prerogatives peculiar to Deitv are referred to '' Jehovah" in one pas- 
sage, and to " Christ" in the corresponding passage. Mr. Porter 
himself has sanctioned this principle of reasoning, as I yesterday told 
you, by adopting it as a mode of proving the Deity of the Father; 
for he produced six or seven texts from tbe Gospel of Jobn, in n^hich 
*' God" is spoken of, and compared them with corresponding paa^ 
sages, in which tbe " Father" is spoken of under the very same cir- 
cumstances, and thence inferred that the Father is God; and, con. 
sequently, by his use of this principle of leasoning, he has given to 
it the ixppress of his sanction and approval. 

The argument which I deduced . from the words of Christ in 
Matt, xxviii. 18, "All powet {s^eynia) is given unto me in iMayen 
and in earth," has been again and again objected agamst by Mr« 
Porter: I therefore beg tojUustrate it^ It is an obvious principle^ 
that no vessel can bold more than what it is able to contain ! A 
pint measure caqnot coQtain a quart ! therefore, the receiver must 
always have a capacity of retention commensurate with Ihediiaen* 
sions of tbe thing received. As all power, then, in heaven and in 
earth is given to the Saviour, he must have a capacity oommensn- 
rate with the possession of '* all power in heaven and in eaith." Let 
Mr. Porter answer what that capacity is. And I would again re- 
mark the difference which there is between ff oua;ia, " authority,^ 
which occurs in this text, and hiivofug^ H ability.". The doctrine I 
have laid down, in reference to these words, is this : That Christ, 
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as Mediator, received the "anlhorlly'' (t£w«a) from Ihe Father ; 
vblbt, as God, he possessed in himself Ibe " sbilitj" {ivm/tic) by 
which he was enabled to exercise the antbority. Let Mr. Porta 
pn>dnce a passage in which it is said, (hat Christ, <' in bii highest 
eapneity, natare, or condition," received " ability" from a being Infi. 
nitely anperior to himself, and the qnestion is eetlled .' 

He next produced the declaration of Paul, in Phil. iv. 13 : "I 
can do all things through Christ which strengtheneih me ;" and be 
a^tied, that I might as well believe in theomnipolenceof the Apok> 
tie Paul is consequence of this declaration, as in the omnipotence of 
Christ, in consequence of those passages in which he is represented 
OS bring able to do all things. Bat I remark, in reply to this objec 
lion, llMt the word "all" is ased in Scripture with a varying latitnde 
ofsig^iGcalion ; as it aometimea denotes all ikingi abtolulely, and 
sometimes only all thing* of a parlicttlar clati specified in ihe con- 
text. If, then, we examine this passage with even ordinary atten- 
tion, we ahall fiad that the latter principle applies to it ; and that 
the lApostle simply means to say, that be " can do all Ihmgt tnUcft 
ChriiVt ttrengiheHing enabled him todo." So that this text presents 
to our minds a glorious and animating declaration of the confidence 
which Paul reposed in the omnipotence of Cbbist. 

He also refened to 1 John ii. 20 : " Ye have an unction from the 
Holy One, and ye know all things ;" and argued, that this declara> 
lion wonld prove the omniscience of all christians as efiecluully, 
as John xxL 17~-"Lord. thou knoweet all things" — can prove the 
omnisdence of Christ. But here^ also, I remark, that the expres- 
MOD " all things" refers to a patiicnlar class defined in the passage 
itself. In fact, this text may be thus paraphrased: "Ye have an 
unction from the Holy One, and ye know all things, of which th»t 
mnetion eommunieatet Ihe knovledge." On the other band, the decla- 
ration in John xxi. 17 — " Lord, thou knowest all things; ihouknow- 
esl that I love thee" — is, as I said before, a regnlar syllogism ; and, 
unless we onderstand the word " oil" in its full and unrestricted 



H« next referred to the words of Christ, in Matt. six. 28: 
" Verily, I say unio yon, tlwt ye which hare followed me in the 
regeneration, when the Son of man shall sit in the throne of bis 
gjory, ye also shall sit upon twelvethrones, judging the twelve tribes 
of Israeli" ■"d confronted this text with thoK which I advanced, 
to prove that Christ is to be the final judge : and be argued, that I 
might as well prove the Deity of the twelve Apostles from this pas- 
Rage, 08 the Deily t)f Christ from those in which he is described as 
jodge. 1 simply answer this objeclion, by calling on Mr. Porter to 
prodace any one of those splendid descriptions ot ihtjwUdalprecttt 
of ihe tatt day which Ibe Bible contains, in which it is slated that 
there will he Airteen judges ! This demand contaiua a sufficient 
answer to bis argument. 

Ur. Porter hae advanced a good many observations, with reference 
to the names of God entering into the composition of the names of 
confeasedly created beings ; and remarked that, on my principles of 



\ 



149 

reasoning:, I oo^ht to argue for the Deity of all siith individual. I 
osk, in reply. How does he prove this ? Does he mean to say, ihilt, if 
I find the name of " Christ" entering into the composition of the 
name of "Antichrist,*' I am consequently to helieve that Antichrist 
h Christ P or that, if I observe the letters T.H.S. on a tombstone^ 
1 am to believe that the tombstone is Jestts Hominum Salvator f- Bat 
in no case, in which the name of God enters into the composition of 
the name of a confessedly created being, could it ever be supposed* 
that the name of God was given as a proper appellation to tne per- 
■on so denominated. One of the great designs of the Jewish reli- 
gion, was to form a standing memorial of the exclusive Deity of the 
ONE God of Israel ; and one of ^he subordinate means by which this 
object was effected, was by inserting the name of Jehovah in the 
composition of the names of persons and places, so as thereby to 
scatter monuments and proofs of his exclusive Godhead: so that, 
when a Gentile came from bis own country to the land of Judea, he 
found, in every place so designated, a testimony against the Poly- 
theism of his own people, and in favour of the Deity of the one God 
of Israel. Or whenever a Jew, who bore a similarly constructed 
name, travelled into another country, he carried with him, in that 
very name, a similar proof that the God of Israeli was the only true 
God. But, further, let me examine the import of some of these 
compound names, to which Mr. Porter has referred. Jacob was 
called Israel, not because he was God, but because he had power 
with God, and prevailed. The designation of " Jehovah Jireh," which 
Abraham gave to the place where he was about to offer up Isaac, 
signifies, "Jehovah will provide;" and was a short prophetic declarer 
tion, pointing to the atonement of the Saviour, whom "God hath 
set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood ;'' nnd of 
which atonement, the presentation of Isaac upon the altar was a 
type. The name, "Jehovah Nissi," was not intended to deify the 
altar to which it was given by Moses ; but was simply a short sen- 
tence, equivalent to saying, "Jehovah is my banner." And the name 
of £lijah was equivalent to this sentence : " Jehovah is my God." In 
fact, all these compound names were short commemorative sentences^ 
not relating to the objects to which they were given ; but intended to 
be descriptive of facts relating to Jehovah, and to reflect back upon 
the mind of every person who heard these names pronounced, an 
overwhelming testimony o( his (exclusive Deity. Just as if a ray of 
light came down from the meridian sun, and forming an angle on a 
surface against which it darted, sent bade upon the eye of the ob- 
server a reflected specimen of the brightness of that great orb from 
which it originated ; so, an emanation of the glbry of God coming 
down from the eternal throne, and meeting as it were, in an angle 
in the name of £lij ah, carried back upon the minds of those who 
heard that name pronounced, a reflected evidence of the Deity of 
Jehovah, so as to lead them, by an irresistible influence, from a con^ 
templation of the creature, back to a recognition of the majesty and 
glory of the great Creator. But the title of " Jehovah our righteous- 
ness," which is given to Christ in Jer. xxiii. 6,\softidifi^erenlnBture 
from those to which I have just referred. In this case, the name 
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"Jehovah" was actn ally 'given to Christ, "ihe Branoh:'' whereas, 
ivhen Abraham called Ibe place where he offered Isaac, "Jehovah 
Jireh," he did not mean to say that the place was Jehovah, or that 
the place would provide ; or, when Moses called the altar " Jehovah 
Nissi," he did not mean to say that the altar was his banner, but 
that Jehovah was his " banner." So that we here ascertain a gene, 
rat principle by wbich to try the value of these compound words; 
vie, if we can sufaBlitule the name or ifae object in place of the worcl 
"Jehovah," and read it in connexion with the other word which was 
connected with Jehovah, then we may infer, that the name of " Je. 
hovah" is applicable to the object. Now, if we apply this rule to 
the cases above adduced, it will appear evident, that ne cannot say 
that "the altar is my banner," or "the place will provide;" whereasi, 
if we apply the same rule to Jbb. xxiii. 6, we shall 6nd, that we may 
substitute the name " the Branch" for the name " Jehovah," so as to 
say " ifae Branch is our righteousness ;" for we redd in 1 Cor. i. 30, 
that "Christ is made unto us wisdom and righleousness ;" and, in 
Rom. X. 4, that " he is the end of the law for righteousness." Hence 
it is manifest, that, in Jer. xxiii. 6, ne may interchange the names 
" Jehovah'' and " Christ," so as either to say, " Jehovah is onr right- 
eousness," or " Christ is our righteousness ;" ikerefort, " Christ" is 
"Jehovah," since there la onl^on« righteousness by which we are 
justified. And, further, on considering the nature of rigbteoasnesB 
as implying our standing clear and guiltless by the Irans/erred moral 
merit of another, we must infer, that no person less than Jehovah 
could supply a righteousness to sinful man : for what creature could 
perform a Irantferable work? 

I shall now proceed to investigate the principle which Mr. Porter 
has advanced in reference to subordinate agency in creation, and the 
doctrine which he has based upon an assumption of that principle; 
that Christ was nothing more than aa instrument, employed by an 
i^nilely tuperior power, for the accomplishment of that great work, 
lliis doctrine I oppose upon the following grounds : — 

This opinion is manifestly inconsistent with the declaration in Gen. 
i. 1, that "in the beginning 6o(/cr«aW the heavens and the earth." 
For here we have no revelation made of an instrument having been 
employed. And, again, we read in the third verse, that " God said. 
Let there be light :" but did a subordinate ogent interpose, in order to 
effect its production? Surely not; for "God said, Lei there be light, 
AND THBKE WAS uoHT." Who docB not see, that the application of 
Mr. Porter's principle to this passage is calculated to destroy the 
evidence it contains of the omnipotent efficacy of the venjjial of the 
Eternal, and to extract and obliterate those troces of majesty and 
power, which even an Heathen author could recognise as a worthy 
reflection of the glory of that great being of whom Moaes wrote ! 
The creation of the world is also described in Isa. xliv. 24, in the 
following terms : "Thus saith the Lord thy Kedeemer, and he that 
formed tbee from Ihe womb : I am the Lord that maketb ail things ; 
^at •( retch etfa forth the heavens o/one; ibat spreadeih abroad the 
earth 4y vtyietf'—aaA in Isa. xrv. 12, in the following terms : " I 
have made the earthi and created man upon it: I, men my hands, 
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have stietciied oat the heftventi and all theirdoBt have I commaoded.** 
-^Id tb^se passaffes there is no allusion whatever to the interferenee 
of an instrument cause. In fact, creation is represented in Scripture 
as so peeuiiarly and exclusively the ^rork of Deity, that it would be 
the very same thing to imagine^ that a creature Km been changed 
into Gadf as that a creature could have been the Creator ! 

But this principle of a subordinate instrument in creation, woold 
at once contradict the argument which the Apostle institutes in Bqh. 
i 20. This passage is as follows : " For the invisible things of him, 
frpm the creation of the world, are clearly seen; being understood 
by the things that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead ; 
SQ that they are without excuse:" or we may paraphrase it thus : 
"For the attributes of the Creatior, which are in themselves invisible 
^-namely, his eternity, power, and Godhead-Hure discernible by an 
obvious inference from a contempla^on of those things which he has 
^Treated : so that the Heathen are without excuse." Here the Apostle 
assumes, that creation is a demonstrative proof of the eternity, power, 
and Godhead of the Creator > upon the same principle which the 
Psalmist lays down in the nineteenth Psalm, where he says, ^' The 
heavens dedare the glory of God, and the firmament showeth his 
handiwork.'^ — Now, I core not, as far as mj argument from this 
passage is- concerned, whether you speak of a supreme agent or of 
a subordinate instrument> or whether you institute a distinction be. 
tween a primary and a secondary cause ; for most unquestionably 
the argument of the apostle^ in this passage, is plainly this; That 
when we look abroad with an admiring eye, upon the splendid £b^ 
brie of the universe, and survey the complicated, yet simple principles^ 
by which the great architect has cemented and sustained the produce 
of his power, — we necessarily see such outgoings of eternal powef 
and Godhead consolidated with his work, that we are irresistibly 
convinced of the omnipotent supremacy of the proximate uHnker: 
mark — ^I say, of the worker ; of the person who comes into inmediaie 
contact and direct collision with the execution of the work* For the 
aigument of the Apostle implies, that it is of him the testimony is 
made. And observe how it is declared in this text, that the visible 
creation is a proof not merely of the eternal power, but of the God* 
head of the Creator ; and also that it does not merely speak of a 
sufficiency of power, but of a power that is eternal, which must be a 
power that cannot be controlled. 

But, again, this doctrine of a subordinate and finite instrument 
in creation, is contrary to the declaration of the Apostle, in Rom. i. 25.; 
where he speaks of the Heathen having " worshipped and served the 
creature more than the Creator." Here there is no mention of a 
person intervening between the creature and the Creator ; but all 
beings in existence are, in this text, classed under two denomina. 
tions — the creature and the Creator ; and both are mentioned with 
such distinctness, aa to show thai a creature could not have been the 
Creator, nor could the Creator have been a creature. 

Further : we read in Heb; iii. 4, " He that built all things is God ;" 
andithis declamtion is made without any reference to a primary or 
secondary cause. And I request you to observe, that the builder is 
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the person wfaB aelually iXteuUt the work ; therefore, whether yen 
represent Christ a« the inBtrumeat or not, still there ii a principle 
^tipoanded here which proves him to be "God." 

I read the following address to Jehovah, in Neh. ix. 6 : "Tbotr, 
even thou, art Lord alone; tbon hast made beaven, the heaven of 
heavens, with all their host, tbe earth, and all things that are therein, 
the seas, and all that is therein." Now, might I not as well maintain, 
that the "Jehovah" who was here addressed was a subordinate agent 
la the hands of soiae superior Deity, who, did not manirest himself is 
the work, bnt sat behind tbe curtain of the universe ; as argue that, 
though K is said of Christ in Col, i. 16, " by him were all things 
created," yet he wtui not the Creator, except in this inferior sense? 

But, in fact, creation was not a work ttt ike itiui in tekieh wt tm. 
dtrtland ffte ttmt. It was effected, not by " vorking," bat by " eom- 
ntandina." This is proved by the passage to whith I have already 
referred, in Gen. 1.3: " God said, L»t U«r« be light ; and there was 
light;" also ftom Ps. xxxlli.9: "For he spake, and it was done; be 
commanded, and it stood fast;" and Ps.CKlviii. 5: " He commanded, 
and they were created ;" and from Isa. xlv. 12 : " All ^ir host have 
I ctHnmanded." I aak, then. What was the occasion for a subordl- 
)[iMeagettt,ifthe work was achieved by thej(af of the Creator ^ I>oea 
aot such a doctrine detract f>oai the perfect efficiency of the com- 
mand of the Eternal f Surely there was nothing for a subordinate 
i^nt to effect. And, to suppose the intervention of any seccudary 
tustm mentality between the command of God and the e&bct pro- 
duced, would destroy the omnipotence of God, by referring the more 
difficult part of the work to a created uid finite inetrameat, and Jhe 
Mswr depariment to the superior being; for, surely, it is far easier to 
command, than to Jo ; it is far easier to tav, " iM. there he light," than 
actual^ to generate and produce tbe light. And Mr. Porter would 
do w4u to snow, how a created agent could be of any avail, where 
there was not any pre-existeat matter upon which his Iwdtad facul- 
ties could be brought to bear. For a finite inslrament could not 
<real». For, what, let me ask, is creation 7 Is it not an origination 
from nothing * — a filling np, as it were, of that unmeasured vacuum 
which exists by the inherent constitution of all things as ordained of 
God, between a state of being and a state of nonentity ? Andwhat 
created being could conduct any thing through that injinile process 
of or^nation P Surely nothing bat the unlimited and unrestricted 
power of Jehovah could achieve so great a work. In fact, the doc- 
trine which teaches that Christ, as a created and sobordinale agent, 
'ctm\A create a world, ^amounts to this — That a nNTTE powbr pbk. 

fORHB EVEKT THINO, WHILST THE INFIKrTE POWSB OF GOD PERFtMtMS 

UBOLDTEXY NOTHINO. I Bay it again : This doctrine represents the 
power of Christ, as a finite and delegated power, achieving all thingt t 
ivhilst the infinite omnipotence of Jehovah — the length, and breadth, 
and height, and depth of which, the highest angel cannot scan — is 
represented, on Mr. Porter's principle, as retaining its lodgment 
within the nature of Deity, reposing in a state of inactive indolence, 
whilst the stupendooa work of creation was effected by the instm- 
iMntaH^ of a sufaordiaBle cause. And, Bt tb« some time, woh is Ifa* 
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natare of the work, that we would be led to regard the immediats agenU 
by whom the power was actaally exerted, as our Creator and our God. 

^Bat let me suppose, for a moment, that Christ, as a created being', 
was the subordinate imstrument in the creation of the world. I ask, 
then, whether did Grod impart to him a j^ni^ or an tn/!itt(tf power, as 
pt qualification for the work P Let me examine this dilemma : Sup- 
pose I am answered that Gi>d imparted to Christ an infinite power, 
I reply at once, that this would represent him as conveying over to 
9i creature (for the 9uppo$ilion is, that Christ is a creature) an incom- 
municable attribute of Deity. It would also involve a supposition 
of the existence of iuH> omnipotent beings — the being who originally 
had infinite power in himself, and the beiug to whom that infinite 
power was imparted. But it requires only an exercise of the ^rst 
principles of common sense to know, that the existence of two dis- 
tinct omnipotent beings is a philosophical absurdity ; because, if one 
be omnipotent, he must necessarily possess control and power over 
the other. So that we conclude it to be impossible, that God, as an 
infinitely superior being, coi^d have imparted omnipotence to Christ ; 
as he would, by doing so, have surrendered even his own infinite su- 
periority. But I may be told, that he only communicated o. finite 
power to Christ, to enable him to create. I call, then, on Mr. f orter 
to prove how a ignite power could be sufficient for the execution of so 
great a work. Perhaps he will answer, that, because creation is, in 
itaeU Jinite, dk finite power could be able to create. But mark the 
sophism which is involved in this reply : it assumes that the word 
*' finite" has the same signification in the two clauses of the sentence : 
whereas this word, when applied to creation, is a term of quantity ; 
but when applied to power, is a term of quality. And, therefore, 
there is no such analogy between a " finite power'' and a " finite crea- 
tion ;" and the answer is nothing more than a mere play on words. 
Consequently, the doctrine which supposes that a £nite power is 
sufficient for creatiiig, must fall to the ground. 

Buty again, let me imagine this doctrine to be true. I should 
like, then, to know what proof has any man that God is omnipotent, 
if a finite power could create. Is it not by a reference to the works 
of creation that we usually argue for the uncontrolled and illimitable 
power of the Eternal P And if creation cannot demonstrate the omni- 
potence of Jehovah, does it not follow, that he has achieved nothing 
by which to prove the bound less nature of bis physical power? — But 
I have said enough to warrant me m drawing this general conclusion, 
that creation is the work of Deity -^that the omnipotence of the Crea- 
tor is written, in legible characters, upon the visible structure of the 
material universe; and that, as Christ 4s revealed in Scripture as the 
being by whom '' all things were created," he must be omnipotent, 
and, therefore, God. 

But before I conclude this address, I must refer you to a passage 
upon which those who agree with Mr. Porter are accustomed to lay 
considerable stress, and which he has advanced to-day, as an argu- 
ment against the true Deity of Christ. The passage I allude to, 19 
to be found in John xiv. 28, ^'If ye loved me, ye would rejoice, 
because I said, I go unto my Father : for my Father is greatier 



tb&n t." When Mr. Porter quoted Ibe latter clause of the text, he 
omitted altogether tbe former clause, " If ye love me, ye would re. 
joice, bec&aee I said, I go unto my Father ;" and by doing so, be left 
an impreBsion upon the meeting, that (he clause,"My Father is greater 
than 1,'' is the primary and promitunl sentence in the text ; whereas, 
it is evident from its being connected with tbe preceding part of ihe 
verse by the word " for," (which is a small word of three letters, the 
grammatical use of which is, to many one part of a sentence to 
another,) that it is a ittbordinale pan of tbe passage, Ibe meaning of 
which is qualified by tbe words which go before. I shall now explain 
tbe passage upon this principle : and, first, I request you lo observe, 
that Christ does not say, " My Fatbei wat greater than 1," in refer- 
ence to his pre-existent glory ; nor, " My Father will be greater 
than 1," in reference to the glory which he was to resume after his 
exaltation : but be uses a style of expression which shows, that be 
refers to tbe preterit time, — lo tbe time of bis humiliation in tbe flesh. 
The Apostles bad been expressing regret at tbe announcement of fais 
immediate departure, and ibis passage contains a soft rebuke of the 
oelfiehDess of their feelings. We may. paraphrase it thus : " If yo 
really loved me on my own account — if the regard and affection you 

Erofess to entertain, were purely disinterested in its nature ; so ita 
■om evincing sorrow at tbe prospect of my departure, you would 
rejoice that Tsball leave this state of temporary degradation, that I 
shall cease lo be the man of sorrows, and acouainted with grief, and 
that I shall resume that original and essential glory which I enjoyed 
witb the Father from eternity. For, as long as I continue in my 
present state of bnmiliation, my Father is greater in ylory than I; 
but when the days of my ilesh shall terminate, I shall then be glori. 
fied with tbe Father's own self, with that glory which I had with btm 
before the world was created." This is obviously tbe correct para- 
phrase of the passage; forno other interpretation of the words, "For 
my Father is greater than I," conld justify or attach any force lo tbe 
interesting appeal which the Saviour makes to the love and affection 
of fais disciples. This text, therefore, when rightly understood, 
affords no objection against the Deity of the Saviour; but refers 
only to that temporary condition, during the continuance of which, 
be " mode himself of no reputation." 

Mk. porter.— Mr. Bagot has told us, that the term "infinxU," 
OS applied to the workt <tf creation, is a term of quaality ; and that 
the same term, as applied to the power exerted in creation, is a term 
of quality. I beg therefore to ask him, if, when applied to power, 
it be a term of qualify, what is the particular description or qualily 
of power which it denotes ? Does it denote moral power, or physieat, 
power, or tnelaphytical ? Or, if none of these, what other tort or 
classification of power ? 

Mr. bagot.— I consider that I have explained myself in a 
sufficiently satisfactory manner to tbe meeting. I will not be drawn 
iitto any metaphysical subtleties or disquisitions. I look upon the 
sobject of our discussion to be simply a question of fact, to be esta-. 
blisfaed by tbe production of teitimony. ■ 
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FOURTH DAY. 



Mr. BAGKyr. — Before I proceed to answer the remainder of 
Mr. Porter's arguments, there area few positive «nd affrmatiye posi- 
tions into wliicb my two propositions may be subdivided ; in support 
of which, I wish to advance, in a summary way, a fciw positive and 
affirmative proofs, in addition to what I have already given : 

Ist, I l)elieve that we ought to address our prayers to the Divine, 
Being ; for which I refer to the proofs contamed in the following:, 
passages: Phil. iv. 6, 7 ; 1 Tim. ii. 1, 2, 3; I John iiL 22. 

2d, I believe that we oug^t to direct our prayers to the Faliher, 
and to worship him as wdl as the Son; for proof of which I refer to 
the example of Christ himself, '* in the days of his fiesh," who fre- 
quently prayed to the Father, not only in public, but in private: and 
also to the examples of the Apostles, recorded in Acts iv« 24 ta 
00, ice. 

Sd,. I believe that we ought to pray through Christ, as Mediator; 
for proof of which I refer to Rom. i. 8, &c. 

4th, I believe that Christ, a$ Mediator, is subordinate to th^ 
iPather, who sustains the higher office in the mediatorial plan of the 
Gospel. This is proved by John iii. 36 ; viii. 26—28 ; x. 18 and 32; 
xii 49, 60 ; xviL 7, 8 ; Acts x, 38 ; Rom. xv. 6 ; Ephes. i. 16, 17 ; 
iii. 14, 16; Heb. ii. 9; Rev. i. 1; ii. 27. You may perceive that 
Mr. Porter has been acting as an animated Concordance for me, for 
which I here take the opportunity to return him my best thanks. 

Mr. Porter yesterday alluded to iwo distinct senses, in which tfae 
term " worship" is used in Scripture : Ist, as denoting the homage 
which is paid to God by his creatures ; and, 2dly, as denoting that 
external respect which we pay to a superior jfeZ&Nir^creature. fai 
these I fully concur ; and I also agree with him in considering that 
the instances which he referred to (in Gen^ xxiii. 7; xlix. 8; Matt^ 
xviii. 26; Luke xiv. 10; Ret. iii. 7 to 9; are very dear and satis- 
factory instances of this secondary kind of worship ; but I caution 
him not to use these instances in order to dilute the meaning of the 
term worship when applied to Christ, because they will equally dilute 
the meaning of the same term when applied to the Father. There 
is no higher Greek word denoting worship than ^^oerxuvtfia, which id 
applied to Christ in Heb. i. 6, and elsewhere ; and is the same word 
wtiich Christ himself uses in John iv. 23, 24, to denote the highest 
kind of worship, '* worship in spirit and in truth,^ which is given to 
the Father: "The hour is coming, and now is, when the true wor- 
shippers {*ir^xwnrai) shall worship the Father in spirit and in troth/' 

Kow, upon Mr. Porter's principles, he must admit that ^pmmn 
60VC/, ''shall worship," is here used in its lii^hest sense; and i there^ 



fore infer, from (he par^lelioB o( tbtt tiro p«ins«, IliM it ia aI§o 
luwd in ila blgtie«t aenae Id Hkb. i 6. 

Mr. Forte* adduced the iiwl(Uoe reoorde<t in Dam. U, 46, of 
NsBOCB&DNEzziB wonbippiDjT DuoEL. I Ask huB, In replf , doea 
ha mwn to confront the act of an idoUtrona and heathen king with 
the command of God (he FalheTi is Hsb. i. 6, " Let all tiie angela 
of God worship Christ" ! ! ! 

He also referred to 1 Chrok. xziz, 30, where on EUtid's com- 
mandiDg; the people to " blesa the Lord their God," it ia added, that 
" the people bowed their beads, and worahipped God and tbekiog." 
I a^ him. In repljr, doeahe not know that the Jewish government 
waa a theoeraejf-^thBt God was nally their king, and that thewords, 
"God and the King,*' both r^er to the one Jehovah ; and this inter> 
pretatloB lenders the abedleaoe which the people gave to Divm'B 
command commensiuate with what he desired them to do. He only 
deaired tbeai " to bless the Lord their God," bat said nothing abont 
worabippiiig hinuelf. 

In re^y to my argnment from the proyera of S'isfbbn, recorded 
In Acn Tiu 6Q, 60, Mr. Porter argued that Chriri was visible to 
Stifhsm when he prearated these prayers to bim. I reqaeet yon, 
in reply, to look to the paaaaee ; and yon will find that Stephen had 
seen the TisioD in the conncil-ball wiiXm At eiiy, and that it i*aa net 
nnlil they had cast bim out of the eily (as stated in ver. 58), that be 
offered op these prayers. Bat what difference could the fact of 
Stbpbbn'B teeing Christ make? How does Mr. Foilei prove that 
it la no idolatry to o/fer dirtet prayer, and atcribe divieujmtar, to a 
ereatnr^ if that creature be only seen »l the titiu 9 Surely, if it 
makes any difference, it is this i it readers the idolatry of Stefbbn 
ten times worse-— foilf hcbad seen Jeans (a creature on Mr. Porter's 
principles) etaadinr at the right hand of God, he should not have 
diverted and turned away his prayers from theCreatortoacreatnre!! 

In order to answer my argDmenI from Heb, i. 6, — "When he 
briqgeth in the first-begotten into the world, he saiih. And let all 
Ibe angels of God wor^ip him,'* — Mr. Porter has informed us, that 
dirisl is penanally pretext with the angels in heaven ; and that, 
tbefefore, they may worship bim witbont idolatry. I ask- biro, in 
reply to this. Doe* he mean to argue, upon Ibis principle, that the 
otgecl of religious worship should be •pervmally abtent f If so, let 
him mark the consequence which follows, vi%: the Father b the 
object of religious worship to the angels in heaven; therefore, accord. 

%to Mr. Porter's principles, the Father is not in beavoi ! ! 
[e has also made a strasge assertion, that, when Paul prayed to 
Christ, he bad appeared to him, and was personally present and 
Tiaible to bim. I answer, that he cannot prove this, in reference to 
Christ's hvmanity ; for there ia not a single word in the passage 
which could lead ns to draw Ihia inference: — and I should be sorry 
that Hr. Porter riiould become olmoxioas to the curae of adding lo 
the word tif God; and we are told, that the heavens were to receive 
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the homanity of Christ, " until the tmss of the restitution" of all 
tkinfs.*' But, if he means that Christ was personally present as to 
bis superior nature, I folly grant it; because, as I believe in his 
Deity, I believe him to be, in that respect, omnipresent. 

Mr. Porter yesterday told us, that " any Unitarian would gladly 
worship Christ if he was present, just as he said that Stephen and 
Paul did." I now ask him, is he willing to abide by this declara- 
tion ? If so, let him worship Christ this instant ; for he has said; 
" fFh$re two or three are gathered together in my name, there am 2 in 
the midst of them." 

Mr. Porter yesterday pledged his character as a scholar, that 
Acts ix. 14, — " those that caU upon thy name,*'— and 1 Cor. i. 2, — 
''those that in every place call upon the name of Jesus Christ," — 
might be translated : " those that are called by the name," &c. I am 
■orry he would sell his reputation as a scholar at so cheap a price ; 
for he ought to have known, from a mere historical fact, that this 
interpretation will not answer for Acts ix. 14 ; as believers in Christ 
were not called by his name until some yearsafterward8,at Antioch; 
''^where the disciples were first called Christians." 
' But I still further soy, that the structure of Ihe Greek will not admit 
of the translation which he has proposed. When the verb pjnxaXsu 
signifies to be called by the name of, it is construed with the prepo- 
sition in, as in Acts xv. 17 : sf>* o8; emxexXrirai rh ovofiA fiov sir auroug. 
And I would add, that the verb ivixa'ksuy is used in the Septuagint 
version of Gen. iv. 26, xii. 8, and xiii. 4, in the sense of praying tb 
and worshipping Jehovah. Also, in Rom. x. 12, 13 : *' For the same 
Lord over all is rich unto all that call upon him (elg ^avrag rmig hn- 
xaXov/uivoug aur^v) ; for whosoever shall call upon the name of thte 
Lord (S( ay 67rixa}^gfirou) shall be saved ;" (a quotation from JoEi* 
iL 32, spoken of Jehovah by the prophet, and here applied to Christ 
by the apostle ;)— and in 1 Pet.I. 17, we find the same word applied 
to the Father, where we read, " If ye call on the Father," &c. ($/ 
Uavi^ f^/xaXs/ir^s). 

Mr. Porter yesterday asserted, that Ku^/i 'l9}(rou, in the prayer of 
Stephen in Acts vii. 59, might be translated, "Lord of Jesus/' 
Alas ! alas ! did he not know that these words must be rendered in 
apposition to each other, since there Is no article dividing them, and 
that the phrase "Lord of Jesus" should be Klf^nrov 'l9}<foil ! ! 

He next referred to Key. i. 4, 5, " From him who is, and was, and 
is to come, and from the seven spirits which are before his throne ; 
and from J^ssus Christ, the faithful and true witness ;** and he argued, 
that the apostle here refers to seven created spirits, and that I might 
as well argue for iheir Deity, as for the Deity of Christ on the ground 
of his being included in the similar benedictions of Paul : but I ask, 
how did it happen, that he did not at once see that as the Father and 
Son are here described by a periphrasis, the consistency of the texts 
requires that the words, the ** seven spirits before his throne," should 
also be regarded as a periphrastical description of a person ?— and it 
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is evident from Ihe context, that this clause ia a designation of (tit 
Holy Spirit, in allusion to his manireatatioDS lo the eeven churchea. 
. The number Beven is constantly used in Scripture, to denote 
complettntis OT perfection; as in Job 7. 19; Psalh xii. 6; Prov. 
vi. 16: and in the book of the Revelation the perfection of God's 
{^OTernment is denoted by the symbolic agency of seven an^ls, se. 
ven seals, seven plagues, seven phials ; and the perfection of Christ's 
wisdom is described, in Ret. v. 6, by the poaseBsion of seven boms 
and seven eyes*, therefore, this is just the book in which wennturolly 
expect to find a symbolic designation of the Holy Ghost, as I maiti. 
tain that the phrase under consideration is. 

'. H« next adverted to Heb. i. 8, in nhicb the Father is represented 
as saying to the Son, "Thy throne, God, is for ever and ever!" 
and be staled, that tbia passage might as well be translated thus: 
" God is thy throne for ever and ever." I must, therefore, examine 
this criticism. The passage in the Greek is as follows : Ilfte Si rh 
ui&t i ^fow; ouu, 6 @Ei;, ut Th aiSim. rou ajuvot. And I argue against his 
proposed rendering of it for tha following reasons : 

(I.) It would destroy altogether the use for which the Apostle 
mode the assertion, or the connexion of the clause with bis general 
argument. His object in the chapter is to show the superiority of 
Christ to angels. But Mr. Porter's rendering of the text would 
destroy this object, since God is, in a figurative sense, the foundation 
of the throne of every one who aits upon a throne. He is the foun- 
dation of the thrones, dominions, and principalities in heavenly places, 
as well as of the mediatorial throne of Christ. 

(2.) It is very easy to understand the expressions— " God is a 
sun" — " God is a shield" — or " God is a rock," to which Mr. Porter 
alluded; but it would be difficult to understand the expression "God 
is thy throne," wilbont introducing into the passage, some ellipsis 
lo explain it, which we cannot do. 

(3.] If this proposed translation be correct, the word ^k)«, as 
the predicate of the proposition, should more aalnralty be without 
the arlide. 

(4.) As the person who sits upon the throne is greater than the 
throne itself, his proposed rendering of the text would give to 
Christ all the prominence and superiority over the Father, which 
would be blasphemous. 

So that I ask, on what principle does he argue for this transla- 
tion? It cannot be by lAemlia PoHiea: it must t>e by some new 
figure of rhetoric of which I am not aware, and which, until he tells 
m« its proper name, I shall designate LicenOa Unitariana ! I ! 

But in connexion with Heb. i. 8, he referred lo Psalu xlv. 
which he applied to Solomon; but, I ask, where was his proof for 
snob application ? He quoted, indeed, the title of the Psalm, " A 
:Song of Loves;" but did he not know that the titles of the Psalms 
ore no part of the inspired original, and have no avlkorily whatever P 



IffS 

He yettenkj alladed to Bishop Hobsblt, which led me to imagiae 
that he had read bis works ; bat had l(e read the Bidiop's Sermons 
on Psalm x1v.» he never would have hazarded so gratnitoiis, so un- 
proved, and so onproveable an opini^^ that Psalm xlvb r^ers to 
Solomon. Does he not know, that^me " UUimonyo/Jstus U the 
9firii o/propkioy^* Does he not anow that David, in spirit, 
spoke of Christ ? — and has be not read the last verse of tiiis Psalm, 
*'I will nuke thy name to be remembered in all generations; there, 
fore silaU the people praise thee for ever and ever ;" which never 
oonld be appliedi in any sense, to Solomon ? I beg to inform hini, 
that Psalm xlv. refers to the noystical and spiritaal nnioa which 
sabsists between Christ and his Chureh. He referred to the fact of 
the Qaeen being spoken of as accompanied by Virgins that be her 
fellows, as a difficnlty in the Psalm ; bat let me tell him that the 
Qaeen is the Church universal, the Virgins ^kat be her foUom are 
the different denominations of Christians ; for there are different 
denominations and different partitions between the various denomi- 
nations which constitute the Catholic Church of Christ It would, 
indeed, be a glorious state of aaanimity, if no such partiiians exist- 
ed, and that the church on earth were even now, what it shall be 
hereafter, '* one fold under one shepherd :'* but in tlie meantime, I 
say to you, my Orthodox Presbyterian fellow-cliristians — to yon, my 
fellow-christians of the Covenanting Synod — of the Secession Church 
-»of the Methodist, and Q^aker Connexion, and of the Independent 
denomination, — let us now congratulate one and other that tee par- 
tition walls that divide us are not so high, but that we can even 
stretch our arms across thetn, and extend the right hand of Christian 
fellowship, to those from whom we are thus for a time divided ! ! 

Mr. Porter yesterday argued, that r6n vmmy^e^reuy hi 1 Cor. 
XV. 28, should be rendered, ''then shall the Son be made subject.'' 
Surely this implies, if it implies any thing, that he is «ot funo subi. 
ject ! ! ! But I beg to refer him to the difference between the eu^tivs 
and passive voices of this verb, which is proved in this very passage, 
where both occur, v^orotfww is to arrange under; woratOfo/jMi, ia 
the passive, is to be arranged under, or to be subject; and it cannot 
mean to be made subject, unless by superadding a passive significa. 
tion to the passive I 

He argued that the title of '' Son of God" implies that Christ is 
inferior to God. If so, his title, "Son of man,** implies that he is 
inferior to man. Hence Mr. Porter mhst be something lower than 
a Humanitarian ! I ! ! 

He argued that the subjection of Christ to the Father implied 
inferiority of nature. If so, he must have been inferior in nature 
to Joseph and Mary, because he went down to Nazareth, and was 
subject unto them ! ! ! ! 

He argued that he that is sent must be necessarily inferior in nature 
to him that sesit him ! I beg to say, that the fact is quite the reverse; 
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fot soPPMe I required to wti ft mesKnger to any pUee, do yoa dtink 
I vfoaia <ihooBe a do^ or cat, or any Animal of an inrerioi^ natara to 
Qiyself, to be my messenger: I would ceflainly eead a person of the 
same'natare wiUi myself 1 But I would here distinctly remark, that 
official tubordination never can prove nataral inferioritif ; and offieial 
mbordination involves merely a compliance nrith the will of another, 
and nothing mort ; and may be volttnlarilif ataamed by an equal, as 
it was by Christ — for he aays, "Lo, I come to do thy will, O God," 

Hi* criticism on Col. i. 16, that i* auru nuww txntSri shduld bej 
"I» him were all things created," is worth nothing ; becalise tt is 
constantly used in the N'ew Testament, in the sense of " by," and 
in this very pauage it is eiptained by Im at the end of tlie verse. 
We have, in fact, in this passage, three forms of expression, viz.— 
ii ttira, 

tig aM>, 
connecting Christ, in every possible way, as the sustaining, origi- 
nating, and final Cause of the creation of all things. And 1 woujt^ 
here remark, that if be were only ihe subordinate instrument iii tbQ 
bands of a superior being, it could not have been said, that all things 
werecreated "for him,"iJ;ocvriv; as, in that case, all things would 
have been created ybr the being who employed him. 

He next referred to 1 Cor. iii. 21, 23, "Therefore, let no man 

flory in men,/or all (ftiW« aw yowrs; whether Paul or Apollos," &c. 
1 18 quite evident from the context, which Mr. Porter read, that tho 
expression, "AU things ore yours," is but a figurative mod^ of as- 
eerting, that all the ministers of the church are appointed, and tdl 
the arrangements of Ihe Gospel made, for thaspiritual benefit (rf the 
church. 

Hia quotation from John vi. 57, "1 live by the Father/' and 
others of a similar kind, provp affirmatively that, in the possession of 
a derived existence, which is a necessary attribute of human n^are, 
Christ was a perfect man ; but, as to his Deity, we read in JoHi^ 
i. 4, "In him was life." 

As 10 3oBH V. 26, "As (he Father hath Hfe in himself, so hath 
he given to the Son to have life in himself," I cdl upoii Mr. PoMet 
to Uiow how a created and finite being could be capable of even 
receiving the same independent existence as his Creator, so as to 
" have life tn kimtelf," at " fais Creator ha» lift m iuauelf." 

As lo John v. 20, "The Father showeth him all things that him- 
self doeth ;'' this passage only proves that his knowledge is eommen. 
luratc with the Korkx of the Father, which is a kQowledge that no 
creature coold contain. 

As to Coi« i. 19, " It pleand the Falhf that in hiOi should all 
folnesi. dvrell V his quoting (bis only pioiref, that thn Engtirii traaa- 
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ImUoii it not. Id kii esHmaitioD, quite so inferior to the original as 
he asserted. Tiie words, " thg Fmth$r,*' are supplied by the trans> 
laton; and / might as well supply the word, "himself,** and read 
the text thus, " For it pleased himself that in him should all fulness 
dwell." And this is only one proof out of many that a new trausla- 
lion of the Scriptures, yat7A/tf% executed, would be more favourable 
to the Deity of Christ than tbe present. 

4 ' % 

As to John v. 30, " Of myself I can do nothing : as I hear I 
judge;" the expression, '' do nothing,'' is here explained to mean, 
that:he does hotning, as Judge, of himself. And I ask, Could Deity 
act otherwise P Would the Supreme God judge the world from ca^ 
ffrieexit prepossession, and without a proper examination of evidence 
for the satisfaction of the persons judged ? 

Mr. Porter yesterday asserted, when contrasting the Epistl^ 
with the Oospels, that what comes from Christ is of the highest 
authority. I reply, all Scripiture comes from Christ; for it was the 
Spirit of Christ, which was in the authors that gave testimony of 
what ii^ revealed, (1 Pet. i. 10, 11; Gal. i. 12) : therefore the 
Epistles are as authoritative as the Gospels. 

As fo John v. 19, "The Son can do nothing of himself, but 
what he seeth the father do ;*' this evidetitly means that the Father 
and Son are in such a sense so closely One, that the Son can do 
nothing pf himself, or independently of the Father. If he had, on the 
other hind, said, that the Son ^'can do of himself what he ddes not 
see the Father do/* then the padse^ge would prove a complete distinc- 
tion of being and power. And I would here ask Mr. Porter to ex. 
plain how a creature could adopt the latter part of this verse without 
manifest blasphemy : " For what things soever the Father doeth, the 
same doeth the Son likewise !'' 

As to Martha's words^ in John xi. 21, 22, "But now I ktiow 
(hat whatsoever thou wilt ask of God, God will give it thee;'* I sim- 
ply re^ly, that Martha here expressed an Arian sentiment, which 
Christimmediately corrects, by claiming the power referred to, as bis 
own in the 25th verse, " 1 am the resurrection and the life; he that 
believeth in me, ibough he were dead, yet shall: he ^ye:^^ just as 
If ^cpfi(ei](itt8 was a Socfnian when ^ said t^t Christ was only a man 
and a ifocA^, as recorded in John iii. 2; for Christ instantly per« 
ceiveci 4liat he was in an unregeperate state, as all Socinians are, 
and said, '^Verily, verily, I say unto you, except a man be. bom 
again, he cannot see the kingdom of God." 

As to Mr. Porter's criticism, that wherever Christ iises tb^,per-^ 
(Eional pronoun "1^** he speaks of Ms entire person^ lMSM^^r,t]k$xihiB 
is not the fact; because he said to his disciples in one plj|C(p, ^^o, I 
am with you always, even unto the end of the world ;" and in an. 
bthdr' place, he says, '^And now I am no more with you:^^ and these 
apfiarehtly contradictory decbrations cannot both be true, unless ire 



refer Ibe latter to bis hamui nataie, and Die rormer to Ut div&ie 
nature. 

As to bis quotation of Acra ii. 22, " Ye men of Israel, bear tbeae 
vords: "Jesus of Nazarelb, amwiof God approred amonfryou by 
signs," &C. I sahmit, in reply, the followine dilemnaa : Mr. Porter is 
either a Socinian, or he ia not; if be is a Socinian, l«t him say so. 
Why is be ashamed lo acknowledge il ? If he is not a Socinian, he 
has DO buBiness to fight with Socinian weapons, and thus to argue 
upon a principle which he does not believe. 

Mr. Porter has produced many passages which speak of Christ 
in reference to his mediatorial subordination, and has argued for his 
inferiority from them, totally ooerlobking olkeri vMck auert hit 
Dtily. I would agajn, tberefore, illustrate this principle of reasoning. 
.1 read, for instance, in Acts ii. 34, " For David is not ascendra 
into the beaTeus;" and I might just as well argue that David's 
soul was not in glory, from an isolated view of this passage of 
Scripture, omitting and disregarding other texts which prove il, as 
Mr. Porter might argne from passages in which ChriEt is spoken of 
as man, that be is only man, overlookii^ others altogether in which 
be is spoken of as God. 

He next referred to Matt. xx. 33, in which Christ is represented 
as giving the following answer to Zebedee's children, when their 
mouier had solicited that they might sit on his throne with him in 
his kingdom : " To rit on my right hand and on my left, is not mine 
to give ; but il ihall be given to them for whom it is prepared of my 
Father." But, in reply lo his objections from this text, I maintain, 
that these words do not, when taken in their strictly obviortsmeaning, 
contain any declaration at all inconsistent with the power of Deity j 
for God does aot dispense the glories of his kingdom lo those who 
ask for them through motives of vanity and ambition, as the mother 
of Zebedee's children did upon this occaston. Such honours are 
intended for " bim that overcomelh." Rev, iii. 21. The text should 
be, " To sit on my right band and on my left, is not mine to give ; 
but to them for whom it has been prepared of my Father ;" t.«. Christ, 
when on earth in a stale of humiliation, couldnot assume those pre- 
rogalires which be bad for a time laid aside. And that this is its 
import, is evident from Ret, iii. 21, where be asserts explicitly ibe 
very prerogative which be is here, on the Arian principle, said to 
disclaim: "Tohimtbat oveicometb, willl grantio sit with me in my 
throne ; even as I albo overcame, and am set down with my Father 
on his ibrone." And if any stress sboidd be laid on the latter part 
oL this verse,—" for whom it has been prepared of my Father,"— I 
refer, in reply, to John v. 19, where it is said, " For what things 
soever the Father doetb, the same doeth the Son likewise ;" and to 
the deolu&tioD of Christ, in Jaav xiv, 2, "/ go to prepare a platt 
for you." 

He next referred to 1 Cob. xi. 3 : " The he«d of every man is 



Ghriat ; tlie bead of the woffilmU tte mttii ; ^nd t^e bead of Cflillst fs 
God." Bat I replv, that this cannot be spoken of Christ in his divioe 
nature, as it woold then be equivalent to saying that " God is the 
liead of God.*^ It must, therefore, refer to hi^ subordinate offiee as 
Mediator. And it is an enameratfon of the parties concerned in the 
mediatorial scheme — Man, who is to be recoiiciled ; Ckristi the Me- 
diator, who teconciles ; God, with whom the reconciliation is effected. 
And this passage plainly states the orde^ in Which the parties stand. 

I MUST NOW PROCEED TO SXAMINE THE AROUMBNTS WHICH Mr. 

Porter has advanced in support of ms opinion, as stated in 
HIS SECOND proposition : That Christ is, in his highest capa- 

Crrt, NATURE, OR CONDITION, A CREAT£B BEING. 

The first proof which he advanced in support of this doctrine, 
was derived from Rev. iii. 14, Where Christ is styled " the beginning 
of the creation of God/' Bat upon this passiige I woifld remark, 
Ihat, 

By a common metonymy, the abstract term is put for the ^n- 
€rit0; (as in 1 John i. 2, where Christ is styled ^ that eternal life 
which was with the Father ;'0 for when a^rj is applied to a person, 
and does not refer to time, it generally signifieli, ihe chief, ot prin^ 
€ipaL As, for instance, in the Septuagint — 

ExoD. ▼!. 25: AifTou ou at^ai var^ioLi Xiuirm^ tbese ave the heads of the 

family of the Levites. 
Nbh. ix. 17: E^Mxav ag;^9}y, they appointed a captain. 

Hos. i. 11 : 0n<tovrou taurotg of^fiv fuavy tl^ey ^aU appoint for themselves 

one head. 

In the New Testament, d^ai^ powers, is frequently itsed fcftcn^wng, 
ruhrs; as in— 

lAJMM xii. 1*1 : unto magistrates &nd powers. 
Rom. TiiL 38 : nor piincipatities nor pon^ers^ , 
£PH, iii. 10 : uatp the prinitipalities and poirers, ' 
Epii. yi. 12 : against pi^cipalities. 
Col. i. 16 : principalities. 
In all' of which the original term is d^ai, 

Qoii further, in Col. L 18, we find this Very title given to Christ, ^ 
the sense of having the p^^-emmenee : "And h^ is the bread of the body, 
the church, who is ihe begiiining (a^]^}^ the first-born from th^ dead f 
that in all things he mi|^ht have the |)re-emineiiiie ;'''-4nd in IIist. i. 
^, a passage parallel to Bey. iiii 1^ Christ Is^ltyleS '^ the pvitice of 
the kings of the earth'' (6 &^m rSAf^iTiim i^€ ytjig). And Imky 
also add, thsit o^f), ib the language of ancieiit philosophy, die»oted 
an i^dient oemhe^^tkni wMch g^ve a bejfinhhip to other thiii^;^-^ 
pnnciple or ^oiky'ce of existence. 

I therefore conclude, that this passage t^ R)ev. iii. 14 may be 
thus translated : '' The^e thi^s saitn tiie Ainiefi^, thef^thAil and true 
witness, thb Chief or Lord of the creation of God.'' Aiid^ in that 
case, it will be parallel with the declaration of Christ in Matt, xxviii. . 
l&: *^ Ail pou^r 19 g^eahnio tike kk Ists^ieh sitd ^ 



But I ffidb to kncHii', Does Mr. Porter nn(lerat«jid, by this declEkra- 
thiii, which Bays ihkt Christ was " the b^inniag of the creation of 
6od," AB Kis rendered in our Tetsion — does he, 1 say, Qodemaiid by 
It, that Christ was the firtt-cnatei being ? or, in other words, that 
. there wasa tim« before trblth he did not exist f if ao, let Irim jUttA 
the consequence of his arg;Qment. Christ says, in Ret. xxi. 6, "I 
am the beginning and tbe end.'' — h A^fi xai ri riXoj. He is, there- 
fore, the END, as well as the BsomitiNo. Now I natorally argue, 
that, if ibe fact of Christ's being called the " BEGirnnNO," implies 
that there was a time before whioh be did not exist ; then his being 
called the " end" mast, upon the saane princtples, imply that there 
will be a time after which he wilt not exist ! that is, that Christ will 
be annihilated, and cease to exist ! To such an awfnl length do the 
brlhclptefl of reasoning adopted by those who deny the Deity of tbe 
Satiour, lead * 

The next ugument which Mr. Porter advanced in support of bis 
opi^ioa, — that Christ, in his highest capadly,iBttcreated being,— was 
drawn fromCoL. i. 15, in which he is styled "the firskbom of every 
creature"— vfivr^x^ 'irde^l xrioBiuf. To this argument I answer, 
that the tide 'rffurorexof, "first-boni," cannot denote that Christ was 
created, for tbe follflwtng reaaons :— 

(1.) The passage is not irgimxTitmt vdnit Jiiiatus, "first-created 
of every creature," wluch wonld have been the correct way of con- 
veying the doctrine of Christ's having been the finl-created being. 

(2.) The rtaion which follows in ver. 16, — "/or by him were all 
things created," — would be most absurd : for what could tbe Apostle 
mean by saying, " Christ is tbe first-created being, bemuse he created 
all things"? If there be any consequence in the reason given, h 
wootd im|dy, that Christ created himself; as it is not said, that "by 
him were all Qlhtr things created." 

For these reasons, I reject the signification which Mr. Porter has 
attaclied to this word ; and 1 shall now explain it. 

Tbe term icgairiroMi, "first-ljom," was in frequent use among the 
Jews, as denoting the lord, proprietor, or prince ; just as the corre- 
sponding Hebrew term 113:1 was so used : as in Kxoo. iv. 22, and 

in JSR. xxxi. 9, Israel and Epbraim are res|)ectiyely designated the 
" first-bom'' e€ God, because they were distinguisfaed by the peculiar 
favour of Jehovah, and placed in a situation of eminence above all 
nations. The " first-born" is the " faeir,'' the xkt!pit6/tos, who is de- 
scribed by the Apostle, in Gal. iv. I,, as the "lord of alL" xupo^ 
^tniv. So that^wr^wsiTiijflsir/trE'wsj^'firat-bom of every creature." 
is explained by Heb. i. 2 and 6; wbere the Apostle says of Christ, in 
the former verse, that the Father "hath appointed him heir of all 
Aiflga,*' h Sftjxe xXjijot^uoy vAtrUt; \md immediately afterwards styles 
him " firat-botta," fgnarSniutv, in the ^Kth verse. And in other pas- 
sagiei, *here the Af>6sfle siylea Christ tbe "first-bom," it la in the 
scnseof "^cia(;ipBl,"or "chief;" as iM EoK. viii. 29, AH ete he styles 
him " firat-boin among many brethren ;" and in Coi. i. 18, where he 



158 

styles him " first-born from: the dead.'^ And, in Hbb. i, 6, he is 
represented, under the title of " frrst-bom/' as the person whom the 
angels '' worship -y" and it is evident, that, if the term denoted that he 
was the *' first-created*' beiog, this passage would represent God the 
Father as teaching creature- worship, contrary to Rom. i. 2d, in which 
idolatry is defined to be " worshipping and serving the ereature be- 
sides the Creator." 

I therefore conclude, that the term " firsUbarc^' means the " pro- 
prietor** or ''ruler;** and then the 'explanation; "For by him'all 
things were created,** &c. whi(% immediatelyjfollows, is intelligible ; 
for then we understand the Apostle as saying, that ^'Christ is the 
proprietor or ruler of every creature,** became "by him all things were 
created/* He who created is Lord by right of creation. 

I may here add, that, even if the term cr^ciiroroxos could mean thut 
Christ was created, siill the structure of the sentence should be dif- 
ferent from what it is. It should be ^^<ftr6roxog sv leatfi xrnffiatft ; for, 
in that case, ve^oM-oroxog should not be followed by a simple genitive, 
but should bjB followed by a preposition governing the following iu>un 
substantive ; as in Rom. viii. 20, v^ojr^roxov sv ml>0^s &dek(po!'g, 

I may also add/ that the word ^j^oroxo^ might have an active 
signification in this passage, and be translated as <' the first-producer 
of every creature;** for the word is often used in an active sense in the 
best Greek authors, as in Homer, Iliad 17, line 4 and 5: 

TIgurorSKogf xtw^y ou ^^/v s/bvTa roxoio. 

Having thus replied to the arguments which Mr. Porter has ad- 
vanced in^ support of his position, that Christ is a created being, 
I now submit tne following direct arguments against this opinion : — 

(1.) It is no where asserted in Scripture. From the evident 
parallelism between John i. 1, &c. and Gen. i. 1, &c. we might 
nave expected the Apostle to have asserted the creation of Christ, or 
of the Word, in the very commencement of his Gospel ; for it would 
haye rendered the parallelism more complete, to have said, '^ sv a^n 
s^oniifsv rov Aoyov 6 ^sog^ Sic." — It is therefore manifest, that the reason 
why he did not say so was, because Chrisft was an uncreated being. 

(2.) It is said in John i. 3, and in Col. i. 16, that "by him were 
all things created** — ^Therefore, if Christ was created, he must have 
been created by himself; for it is not said, that by ''him were all 
other things created.** 

(3.) In RoM. i. 25, The Creator and creature are so placed in 
contrast, as to show, that the Creator could not have been a crea- 
ture, nor could a creature have been the Creator : but by Christ 
were all things created; therefore, he could not have been a creature. 

(4.) If Christ were a creature, then it would involve the commis- 
sion of idolatry to obey the command, in Hbb. i. 6, " Let all the 
angels of God worship him:** for the Apostle defines idolatry, to be 
"worshipping and serving the creature more than** (or rather '^be^ 
aWfes) the Creator.'* 
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(3.) Christ is said. In Col. i. 17, to Iiare been berore all ibings, 
i «. OS 1b evident from the context, berore all created thin^; and, 
therefore, as he could not be before himself, he coiild not bare been 
created: for it is not said, tbat "be is before all OTHsa created 
thing >." 

(6.) He is called "Eternal life" in 1 John i. 2, in reference to the 
^re-esiatence wbicb he had with the Father. 

(7.) Il is said, in Heb. vii. 3, that Melcbisedek tm» made like to 
lApM/uuw/iinf) the Son of God, in having neither beginning of days, 
Bor end of years ; therefore, Christ wae, in reality, what Melcbisedek 
retembled bim in, t. e. eternal. 

{8.) It would have added so much to the glory of Jefaovab, to 
My, that be bad created so glorious a being as "the Word," that, 
if true, we would have expected this declaration to bave illuminated 
every page of Scripture ; and that the advocates of this opinion 
|BTOu)d not have been obliged to adduce one or two figuratiye expres- 
BioDB, such OS tbose in Col. i. 15, and in Rev. iii. 14 ; which are the 
only show of argument that can be advanced in support of it. 

For these reasons, I maintain that Christ was not; as to his su- ^ 
perior nature, a created being, but was the Ood who created all 
things. 

X shall now advance an additional argument in support of tfa» 
tme Deity of Christ, distinct from those which 1 bave already ad- 
vanced in the previous uourse of this Discussion. This argnment, 
I shall illustrate by proofs in detail, having first stated it under the 
following three propositions : 

I. Wa read of an angel, throughout ihe Old Testament,, who 
frequently appeared to men, bearing the titles, possessing the attri. 
t>aies,receivnag the homage, and exercising the prerogatives of Deity; 
and who was lecognised aa God by those to whom he appeared. 

3. This angel was not God the Father. 

3. He was God the Son. 

I submit the following passages to illastrale the first of these 
propositions : * 

Gbh. xii. 7. And tbe Lsrd appeartd {Hf^) unl* Abisbam, and luil, Unto thy 

•sod will 1 give thii land : and tbere bvUded bt aa altar uato Ihe Lard tliat appeared 
nato bim. 

6bv. xviL 1. And when AbniQ mi ainetj jean old and nine, the Lord appcoml 
t» Abram, and uid unto faim, I am the Almigbtf Ood, Ice. 

M.B.— Tin BtbrBTTtrtUBntoti "afptaral," amotu IhU A* Laid kcaiMoMMfc 

Obr. ntL 7—13. And the angel of (he Lnrd found her b; a fbantun of water in 
the wUderncBs, by the (bunlaiD in Ihe way to Sbur ; and he said, Uagar, Sarai's mud, 
whMce earnest tboa ? and wbittaer wilt thou go } And the laid, 1 flae from the hce 

pakHdT MaM Uiit it th^Vcnawoa^ ^uiw ng™ 'pri"""""! '■> Mi ^anii be obiigti to taini i 
■nd u ht gencniiiilT Kavg m Ibat permiaian in hit [DllaKlDB ipcsdh, tbcjara ben priatril *■ I 
bad tnpand tbtBL— a B. 
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of my mistre^ Sarai. And the an^el of the Lord 9oid unto her, Retui;n ta thj 
mistress, and sabmit tbjself under her hands. And the angel q/* the Lord said unto 
her, Behold, thou art with child, and shalt bear a son, and shalt call his name Ish- 
mael; because the Lord hath heard thy affliction, &c. And she called the name 
of the Lord that epdhe unto her. Thou God eeeet me; for she said, Have I also here 
looked after him that seeth me? 

Gen. xviii. 1, 2. And the Lord appealed unto him in the plains of Mamre.: and 
he sat in the tent-door in the heat of the day. And he Uited up bis eyes and looked, 
and lo, three men~stood by him: and when he saw them, he ran to meet them from 
the tent-door, and bowed himself toward the ground. 

N. B.— Of these thcee* one was superior to the rest, and speaks toi 4nd was t^dressed bv Abrahani 
as Jehovah>-7er. 3, 13, 17, 20, ^ 25, 33. In ver. 22 of !8th cbap. two of the men are said to have 
^ne towards Sodom'r and in ehap. xix, I, they are said to hard arrlred there ; and in xix. 13, 
Qiey represent themselves as being sent by the Lord to destroy Sodpm. 

Gbv. xxii. 11, 12. And the angel of the Lord call^ unto him out of heaven, ^nd 
said, Abraham, Abraham. And he said, Here am L And he said. Lay not thy hand 
upon the lad, neither do thou any thing unto him : for now I know that thou fearest 
God, seeing thou hast not withheld thv son, thine only son from me.— See also ver* 
15—17. 

Gen. xxvi. 2. And the Lord appeared unto him, and said, Go not down into 
Egypt, &c. Ver. 24. And the Lord appeared unto him the same night, and said, I 
am the God of Abraham thy father, &c 

Gbk* x^viii. II, &c. And he lighted upon a cetrtain pl^ce, and tarried thei'e all 
night. * * And he dreamed, and behold, a ladder set up on the earth. * * And be- 
hold, the Lord stood above it, and said, ] am the Lord God of Abraham thy 'father, 
and the God of Isaac ; the land whereon thou liest, to thee will I give it. * * And 
thy seed shall be as the dust of the earth, &c, * * Ver. 16. And Jacob awaked out 
of his sleep, and he said. Surely the Lord is in this place : and I knew it x^Qt^ Yer. 
19. And he called the name of that plsuse Bethel. — Read in connexion v?ith thie, c]bap, 
xxxi* U, 13. And the angel of the Lord spake unto me in a dream, saying, Jacob.- 
And I said. Here am J. Yer. 13. I am the God of Bethel, where thou anointedst 
the pillar, and where thou vomedst a vow unto me, &c. 

Gen. xxxii. 24. And Jacob was left alone : and there wrestled a man with him 
tintil the break of day. Yer. 28. And he said. Thy name shall no more be cilled Jacob, 
but luuel : for as a prince hast thou power with God, and hast prevailed. Yer. 3(X. 
^nd Jiu:ob calledLthe name of the place Peaiel : for I have seen God face to &oe, ^d 
my life is preserved.- — Bead in connexion leith this. Hose a xii. 4^ 5. Yea, he had 
power over the angel, and prevailed ; he wept and made supplication unto him : he 
found him in Bethel, and there he spake witii us; even- the Lord God of hosts. . 

Gen. xxxv. 1. And God said unto Jacob, Arise, go up to Bietbel, anddweH there > 
and make there an altar unto God, that appeared unto thee when thou fleddest from 

the face of Esau thy brother ^But this God that appeared unto him, is described in 

Gen. xxxi. 1 1, to be the angel of the Lord. 

* ' ' 

Gen. xlviii. 15, 16. And he blessed' Joseph, and said, God, before whom my 
fethers AJbrabam and Isaac did walk, the God which fed me aU my life long i](nto this 
day, the angel which redeemed me from all evil, bless the IsCds. 

ExoD. lit. 2. And the angel of the Lord appeared unto hhn in a flame of fire, 
out of the midst of a bush. Yer. 4. And when the Lord saw that he turned aside to 
see, God called unto him out of the midst of the bush. Yer. 6. And he said, I am 
the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, 
&c. . 

Exon. xiii. 21. And the Lord went before them by day in a pillar of a cloud, to 
lead them the way.— Compare this passage with Exod. xiv. 19. And the angel of 
God, which went before the camp of Israel, removed and went behipd them, &c. 

Exod. xix. 3. And Moses went up unto God, and God called unto him out 



Qtlfaem(niiittiB,(i.'«. Ksii,) E^og, fee. Now in Acts ni. 38, the H0I7 Qbost, 
spe&kins tliraufb Stephen, aja, " lliit CMoms) is he that wss in the ohuich in tlW 
wildemeu, with the tmget wlucb apake ta him in the Mount Sinai," kv. 

ExoD. miu. 30, 31.v Behcdd, [ send an angd before thee to lieep thee in the vaj, 
and to bring Uiee iaio the place Bhicb I have prepared. Beware of bim, and obey bis 
voice, proTOlie bim not : for be will not pirdan ifoiir transgreisloni : for mf namt i* 
in JkiM. Ver. 33. Far mine angel ■halt go before thee.^^^^I'^ •«" ipokeit fry IA» 
Fathtritftkt Son.) . 

JciMjBS ii. 1. " And an angel of the Lord caJnc up from Gilgal to Bochim, and 
said, / euuletheeto go up oat of Egypt, and bare btoughc yon unto tbe^and which I 
awe unto yoar fathen." — Tbea the angel proceeds, in the two foUowing veriea, to 
reproent thelaoguageof JebovaJi to Moses, recorded in Ezod. xxxiv. 10, Has Us; 
and in the 4lh verK, it is said, "And it oame (o pass, when the aojel 0/ the Zjtrd 
■pake these word*," &c. 

jDDaBSTi. 13. And AeangHoftlu ^onl appeared ualahim,and said onto him, 
The Lord is with thee,JthDn inightf man of valonr. Ver. 13. And Qideon said unto 
bim, O mj Lord, if the Lord be with us, why then la all (hia befallen ui i be. Ver. 
14. And the Lord looked upon bim, and said, Ju. Ter. 16. And the Lord said unto 
him, fee. Ver. 30. And the angel of Iht Lord uid unto him, fee. Ver. 31, Then 
. tbeangel ofthe lArd departed out of his »ght Ver. 33. And when Gideon perceiTed 
ttial be was an angel of the Lord, Gideon sud, Alas, O Lord God, for because I hare 
seen an angel of the Lord face to face. Ver. 33. Aikd the Lord said lutlo him, Peace 
be unto thee, Ihar not, thou shalt not die ; then Gideon boilt an altar there unto the 
Lord, 

V.b. The Hebrew word! InUHipluaEenuT lie RBdercd,isiIi<&i>EnlIr,*'imaiEel,'>ali*llw 

Nmnnt ixii. 13. And God skid unto Balaam, Thon shalt not go with them, fee 
Ver. 33. And the ugel of the Uinl sud unto them, fee. ' Ver. Sfi, And tin amgtt •/ 
tin Ltri said unto Balaan, fen.— Chi|p. iiiii. 4. And God met Balaam, fee. Ver. 3. 
And the Lord pnt a word in Balaam'a mouth, fee. — Chap. xxiv. 4. He hath said which 
heard the words of God, which saw the vision of the Almighty, fee. 

In luua n. wa have another account of the Deity t>eing matitfetted to tbe 
Prophet. 

Hjiucnt iii. 1. The coming of "the angel of the corcoant" to tfae'temple is fbrc- 
lold, and hia Dei^, and proprietaiahip of the temple, ia asserted in ihe'wonla, "The 
Lord whom ye seek shall aaddenly come to bis temple." 

Soch ii a review of lome of tfae iastutces in whiuh the angel, Je- 
hovah, is Kprasented ns appearing. 

I shall Doff prove the geoond part of the finit proportion, which 
aays, that this angel is Qod; for — 

The name of God was in bim. ExoD. nil!. 21, "For ny name is iu him." 
Be speaks as God, aa in Emd. iiL 3, fee ; Gbn. iixr. 11 {.xxriiL 18. 
Is spoken of as Gsd, as in JuDoBs xiii. 3% feo. 
Is spoken to as God, as in Gbn. itI. 13, Sec.) 

Was worshipped, and received worship as God, as in Gbn. inv. 1 ; Jon. 
xUL 33, fed. fee. 

The second proposition, which asserts that this angel was not God 
the Father, is proved by— 
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The next proposition, that this angel was Christ in his pre-existeiil 
Deity, I maintain for the following reasons : 

(1.) The analogy which there is between the character of the 
Angel in (he Old Testament, and the character of Christ in the New i 
and the similarity which there is between the visions, of the Angel 
Jehovah to Abraham, Jacob, and Moses, and those of Christ glorified 
to Stephen, to Ananias, and to Paul; and between the visions of the 
Angel seen by Isaiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, and Zechariah, and tbose 
«eenl>y John, — render it probable that the Angel was Christ. 

(2.) The offices and relationship to the Jews which the Angel 
Jehovah is represented in the Old Testament as sustaining, are, in 
the New Testament, attributed to Christ. The Israelites are called, 
in John 1. 11, Christ's own people ; it was Christ who inspired their 
Prophets, as we are told in 1 Peter i. II; it was be whom they 
tempted in the wilderness^ as we are told in 1 Cor. x. 9 ; and it was 
he who would often have gathered them together, as a hen gathereth 
her chickens under her wings, as we are informed by himself in 
Luke xiii. 34. 

(3.) When Christ said to the Jews, "Your Father Abraham re- 
joiced to see my day, and he saw it, and was glad ;'' they understood 
this as equivalent to a declaration of his being personally seen by 
Abraham, and Christ did not contradict their conception of his mean- 
ing, but asserted his priority to Abraham. 

(4.) In HsB. xii. 26, we are expressly told, that it was Christ's 
voice which shook the earth when the law was delivered on Sinai. 

(5.) Paul, in Eph. iv. 8, applies the 68th Psalm to Christ: there- 
fore we are to consider that psalm as descriptive of his glory. — But 
in ver. 7, we read, " O God, when thou wentest forth before thy 
people ; when thou wentest through the wilderness,'^ &c. ; and in 
ExoD. xiv. 19, it is said, " that the Angel of the Lord went before'' 
Ihem in the wilderness. 

(6.) It was Christ whom Isaiah saw in vision, according to the 
testimony of John xii. 41. 

.(7.) It was Christ who presided over the Jewish church, which is 
evident from Eph. v. 14, "Wherefore, he saith. Awake thou that 
sleepest, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall give thee light ;" 
whiMi Words are a paraphrastioal reference to Isa. Ix. 1, ''Arise, 
shine; for thy light is come, andHheiglory of the jLor«£ is r^sen upon 
thee." 

(B.) In Mal. ill. 1, Christ is eixpressly called the Angel of the 
Covenant, and represented also, in the same verse, as the Lord of 
the Temple. 

From all this, I infer that Christ, in his pre-existent Deity,' was 
the Angel of Jehovah, who was Jehovah himself; one wkh the 
Father, the President and Patron of the Jewish church. . . . 



I shall now close this address by a remark which I find it neces- 
sary to make. Before I entered upon this discussion, I laid it down, 
as a rule to myself that I would not bring forward, in the course of 
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Moment, tbe name oT a sisgle Unity iadi*idu&l, uBless 6rat intro- 
duced by Mr. Porter. I state this, because I find tbatBome persons 
have taken oSence at the remsrkB which I felt it my duly to make 
yesterday, in reference to the pablished sentiments of Or. Bsucb. 
Far be it from me to speak with disrespect or unkindness of that 
venerable and respected man ; nor would I have tdlnded to him at 
all, had not Mr. Porter Jirti broogbt forward his name in this dis. 
cussion. And I only wish, that Mr. Porter had maintained a similar 
reserve, and bad abstained from ihe offensive language in which he 
spoke of that kind, affectionate, and venerable man. Dr. Saubih, the 
Lord Biriiop of Dromore. 



Mr. porter. — Mr. Bagot has" laid down certain principles 
npon the Scripture doctrine of worship, with respect ta one of which 
I have a question to propose. He has slated, that " God is lo be 
worshipped" — that " he is to be worshipped through Christ, as Me- 
diator," and, lastly, that "Christ himself is to be worshipped." 
Now, with reference to (he lost of these poinls, I beg leave to ask, 
When Christians worship Christ, who meaiales between them and the 
Meoiator ? 

Mr. bagot. — Tbe question is absurd ; and I shall answer it as 
Christ answered the Sadducees, by proposing another. When Ste- 
phen prayed to Christ, who mediated between Stephen and Christ ?. 
— or, when Paul prayed to Christ, who mediated between Paul and 
Christ ? 

Mr. PORTER. — Since the commencement of the present dis^ 
cDssion, I have bad several distinct intimations of a kind calculated' 
lo prevent me from doing justice to the cause of which I am an 
humble, but sincere advocate. I have becR mode t» perceive that 
an unpopular cause has, in this assembly, a still more unpopular de- 
fender. Why this should be so, I cannot divine. My conscience 
acquits me of having made use of any art* for the purpose of gaining 
yonr assent. I have neither attempted to work npon your feelings, 
nor to Stir np yoor prejudices, nor to excite your passions. My con- 
science acquits me of having attempted to divert or distract yonv 
attention from tbe important subjects of tbe discussion between Mr. 
Bagot and myself. My conscience acquits me of having designedly 
said any thing, or even tbougbt any Ihiag, which ought to produee 
an unfavourable feeliag towards me, in the minds even of those, 
whoever they may be, who most tlislike the principles for which I 
contend. I have shunned every thing that could hurt their feelings. 
I have put my plain arguments forward in a plain way, trusting my 
whole cause lo the force of reason and of trnlh. And shall it be 
said, that in an assembly like the present, where I see before me a 
number of Ministers of tbe Gospel of varions Cbnrcbes, and other 
persons of different classes, who, from tbe habit and mode of life to 
which they are accnstomed, ongfat to know what is due to a person 
a l Mvi in g in the responsible station which I now occupy, — is it, I ask, 
^ te Mid that in such an assembly, becauae I have plainly stated 



ny eoMoieiitiottS convictions in an unvaniidied manner^ I am to 
receive intimations to let me know tlieti^ht in which I am regarded P 

I am not the only person in this assembly who is conscious of 
the ftust thus intimated^ My reverend opponent also is well awaire 
of it. He knows that he has the feelings of the great minority of 
the present auditory with htm^ in this discussion; and I am sorry to 
§ad that, instead of confining himself to dose argument on the sub- 
ject before us; he has chosen to appeal to your sectarian fioelings, 
addressing you as his " PrsHfyUrian friends/' his " Imdependeni 
friends/' and his ** Covenanting friends*'' With reference to such 
addresses, I shiUl only say, that I hope you are not more sincerely 
his friends than I am yours. I entertain towards you no feelings 
bat those of kindness ; bat I should be unwilling and indisposed to 
appeal to your prejudices, instead of addressing you aa rational 
beings. I should seem to myself to pay you bat an ill compliment, 
if I attempted thus to rest the cause on your feelings, and not upon 
your unbiassed judgment. 

I am truly sorry that, in addition to several previous charges of 
misrepresenting oiy language and senUmenta, which I not only 
brought forward, but proved against Mr. Bagot, on former occasions, 
I am now obliged to make another complaint of the same kind. 
That gentleman, alluding to my quotation of the text, in which, ac- 
cording to the common version, it is declared, that ^ it {[leased the 
Father that all fulness should dwell in the Son/' has thought proper 
to assert, that I repeated the word "J'V»Mtff/»-*-( which is not in the 
original, hut is supplied by the translators to complete the sense,) — 
as if it were part of the text, without giving any intimation to the 
contrary. I beg leave to say, such is not the fact I do most so- 
lemnly declare, that I quoted the text hi the very words following : 
*' For it pleasedjhim, i. e. the Father, as appears from verse 12,} thai 
inhim MotM okfuiiMss dwell;-' and that I repeated it in the very 
manner in wbicn I have now read it, as nearly as possible. I ads^ 
could any intimation be igiven more j^ainly, thai the words, inlxo. 
dnced were so introduoed by myself for the purpose of explanation ? 
I beg leave to add, that I am above such; artifices. I should soom 
ta impose on you by mere sounds, or by mistranslations^ or enroneoue 
readingei 

Mr. Bagot has intimated that in reading Gol. i» l^2fr*-20, towards 
the close of my last speeefa, yesterday, I changed the word '^ 6y/' 
into '^ tft," because I thought the latter rendering more favourablejto 
my own views. It is strange that even my oanotftstoTttare treated ns 
eneroaakments ! I altered the word " ^' in the passage, ^ For hg 
km were allihinpe ersaledt" not because I think the preposition /'•»" 
is more favourable to my own views, for I think it is less so; ttbr 
because I think that w is incorrectly rendered, in the Common Ver* 
sion, by the word "^ ,*" for I am quite sure tfaat^e'prepositk>n has 
that meaning, and that in this context it will scaroe admit of any 
other. But I pointed out '* tV as the more umal and more /t^«/ 
rendering of the word, only because such is the foot ; and because I 
wished to deprive Mr; Bagot, and every oneekei ot' allhartdle^eX'- 
cuse for saying that I would adduce a single passage which. I kiiew 



to be 'ftM*ftiMMA/y trantated, ta would buiM a ttagle acgnment 
on the dtftelM, and, as it might be ar^ed, tbe mistakn of tte Coin. 
mon VMskm. Yan see bow little enooarEtgeraent I bare leeeived to 
ba candid witb Mr. Bagot, when avcn ny very candoor is tamed 
uato matter of accnsatioa ! 

A great many of the obseTrattons which Mr. Bagot has Ibis d^ 
addacad, are of ancb a nature tbat tbey unnrar tbemsehe*. Tbas, 
for inttaace, ba admits tbat tbe tenn tuoraAiff occun ia Scriptave ia 
tat inferior senM ; and aereial times denotes the homage wbicb was 
preaenled kty ceeated i>ejngs to tbcir fellow- ereatves, to wbom tt- 
^Mct, reverence, and eiril obedience, were doe ; and yet be CMitions 
JOB agaiost regarding this secondMrj msaiUDg of tbe termi as aieetiiqr 
bis attempi to eatsbliab the neeeMlty of pavia^; dirioe hBDOvrs to 
Gfarlat : since, as be argaee, if the inference be good as affectSng the 
worship paid to Gbiist, it would be equally viuid as applied to tbe 
worship of TBC Father — That is to sar. be admits, and cannot 
deny, that the word has this inferior or aeeondsry sffliae ; and yet 
argues that tbe admission of Uiis in^patabh fad conti«dicla ^e 
doty and necessity of worshipping Goi>, ibb Yktsms. ! Might I 
not be a&thoriaed, after list«niDg to socfa an aigdment, to inqaire 
wfaetfaer Mr. Bagat means to denylfaat worship, religious worafaip, js 
doe to God, the Fatber P My theory does not carry me so far. I 
admit botfc^ tbe primary and secondary meoniog of tbe lermmmii)*,* 
and the prloraple for which I contend, and contended, is, that we 
are tb find out from the context, and from considering all the cir. 
cumstances of each particular cose, wbelfacr it is civil homage or 
religious worship that is intended iriienever ^e tenn occois in &;rip. 
tnre. 

Mr. Bagot, again, admitted expressly, tbat tbe epithet, "firti- 
bom"~or, in the Greek, (if I most speak Greek, which I have no 
desire to do in a promiscuous assembly,) -r^miTBiits — is applied to 
Israel in the Old Testament Scriptiues in tbat language ; and: yet, 
with a perverse inconsisteDcy, he argued from the applici^onof tbat 
very term to our Lord Jesus Christ, that our blessed Saviour must 
be God Supreme! E,at'lesBt, baos' endeavoured not to trifle in this 
mann^wita yonr underslwulings. I ha«e, at least, endeavoured to 
avoid the production of suicidal arguments, which are no sooner 
slated' than refuted. 

A great deal of what he has tills day elated^ might be rafaled with 
the same facility. Some of bis arguments, however, cannot so easily 
be answered; because he hasnow improved upon his former practice 
of parrotting over his texts so tspidly, that is was impossible to an- 
nex any distmct ideas to tbe words. On a former oecasion, I gave 
him a iesson on ibis 8iU>ject, which I imaginad woiUd bane left an 
impression, and prevented any recurrence of the evil ; but he is Uke 
tfaose pervene pupile^ who only grow the worse, the mon pains y<Kl 
tabe toitmprovetbem. To-day be has not beui coutent to panrot 
over hiatextSj bvt has satisfied himself with simply announcing tht 
nfireniM to c&af»tera>irf«wr*e, without repeating tbe wordaat all; and 
even this, «ttha v4Jnbility which would indoo* me to think he takes 
it for granted that you will, with implicit faith, admit bis interpreta. 
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HoQ of everjr text referred to ; and not only so/ but that you do now 
receive every reference which he has annoanced, as convincing proof 
that he is a good logician, and a sound theologian. Be it so then ! 
Take it thus for granted. He has the advantage of your feelings on 
his side. Any thing that comes from him will not fail to carry con- 
yiction along with it, though it be simply the running over an arith- 
metical enumeration of passages. But he asks, will I give him leave 
lo publish at full length, in the printed report, the words of all the 
texts to which he has thus referred P I answer in the exercise of the 
same, openness, at this advanced age of the discussion, which I 
have evinced throughout, — I do. I am neither afraid of him nor 
bis texts. I am sure that when all the passages to which he has 
referred appear in print, and when they are subjected to a calm, 
rationid, impartial, and sober judgment, they will carry with them 
the refutation— not of themselves,' for that is what never can be 
effected, — but of those doctrines which he has built upon them; while 
the principles for which I have contended in this discussion, wiU 
stand untouched, based as they are upon the explicit andoft-repeated 
testimony 6f the word of God. Mr. Bagot's mode of arguing the 

Question, by referring to texts, without giving the words, precludes 
le possibility of an answer to the majority of the pointct embraced 
in his speech. I am utterly unable, I candidly confess, to reply to 
arguments which I have not been permitted to bear. I shall tliere^ 
fore not attempt what I own to be beyond my power ; but proceed to 
consider a subject, to which I yesterday announced that I should this 
day apply myself, — the doctrine of two natures united in the one per- 
son or Christ the Mediator. I bring this question forward on the 
present occasion the more willingly, because, as Mr. Bagot is to 
follow me in the debate, he will thereby have an opportunity of 
answering my reasoning, if he thinks it admits or deserves a reply. . 
The doctrine of the divine and human natures being united in the 
mediatorial person of Christ, has been frequently insisted on by Mr. 
Bagot, since the commencement of this discussion, although he has 
never once favoured us with any express and formal proof of the 
position. Indeed it is a point which other controversialists, as well 
as Mr. Bagot, have found it far more convenient to assume than to 
prove. I might, as I have intimated, reserve my observations for my 
last speech, to which Mr. Bagot will have no opportunity to reply ; 
but to enable him to nkake good his case— if he can — I choose to 
bring them forward now. 

As Mr. Bagot's own language is not particularly 'calculated to 
make a definite impression on my mind, I shall take my statement 
of this doctrine from the Athanasian Creed, which he is bound to say 
or sing thirteen times every year, and which, of course, it is fair to 
assume, expresses his sentiments. Indeed it is one of the things 
contained in the Book of Common Prayer, to the whole and every 
part of which he has declared his unfeigned assent and consent; and 
it is sanctioned by one of those Thirty-nine Articles of Religion^ 
which he has subscribed, in token of agreement with their literal and 
grammatical sense. In this symbol^ the doctrine of the two natures 
in Christ is thus expressed : 



" Fnithenmre, it ii nMMsar; to ereiluting lolTstioii, thu [a num] elat belia*e 
rightlf tbe iQcamation of our Lord Jesua Christ. 

" For the right Taitli i> that «e believe and confeu tbAt our Lurd Jeans Christ, the 
Sob of God, i> God and man. 

" God, i^ the nibatsnce of tbe Father, begotten before the world ; and man, of the 
nibitsDce of his mother, bom in the world. 

" Perfect Ood and perfect man ; of a reuonable lonl, and huoian Bab lubuilini;. 

" Equal to the Father as touching hia Godhead^ and inferiar to the Father m 
touching bis manhood. 

■■ Who, allhongh he be God and man, yet he is not two, but one Christ. 

" One, not b; c<«Terrioii of the Godhead into fleah, but bj taking of the manhood 
into God. 

" One altogether, not by confusion of rabstance, but nni^ of person. 

" For aa the reasonable soul and fleah is one man, so God and man ia one Christ" 

Such is the doctrine of two natures in tbe one person of Chriat the 
Mediator, which I propose to subject to a brief Bcrntiny. 

The regular and orderly mode of considering a question of this 
kind, is to eetUe, first, the meaning of the terms. I assume, then, as 
the signiGcatton of the word pertoa a definition given by high 
authority: "A thinking, intelligent being; an individual being that 
can consider itself as itself." And I farther assume, that, vhen wc 
speak of the nature of a thing, we mean its properties, qualities, or 
attributes, considered collectively. 

The natun of God, therefore, or th« dwiiu nature, means the same 
as Uu aggregate of the tfualitus of God ; that is, all ibe qualities of 
God> taken tc^etUer : and, in like manner, the human nature, or tbe 
nature of man, denotes thai union of qualities, properties, or attri- 
bntes, which are found in man. Tbe doctrine of two natures in one 
person means, that the qualities, properties, or attributes of man, are 
united with those of God, in the same individaaj, thinking, intelli. 
gent being. 

Now, it is the nature or property of God, to be Eternal in dara- 
tioD, Infinite in power. Infinite in wisdom, lignite in goodness. And 
in like manner it is the quality or tbe nature of man, tohe originated 
in time, /ttnilef/ in power, /imtfet/ in wisdom, and Ztmt<«(/tn goodness. 
When we say, therefore, that the two naturet — tbe divine and the 
human — are united in t»ie person, we affirm, that the same individual 
is eternal in duration, yet had his origin in lime ; that he is infinite 
in wisdom, and yet limited in wisdom ; that he is infinite in power, 
yet limited in power; and that he it. infinite in goodness, yet limited 
in goodness. Now, if ibis be not a contradiction — a series of conira- 
diclions, I confess, I think it comet as near to it as can well be con. 
ceived. If it be really a contradiction in terms, it cannot poiiiblg be 
true. This is one of the maxims of that logical art, of which Mr. 
Bagot talks so much and shows so little. 

I pass over this argument, however, and come to consider Ibe 
testimony of Scripture on the subject, with as much impsrtiality as 
if DO sncB objection could be arged i^inst tbe doctrine ia llm.ine 
It will however, I hope, be granted to me, by all candid Trinitarians, 
— and, I nm persuaded, there are many such among those who hear 
me,— 4hat tbe testimony of Scripture, adduced in favour of an opinion 



Boch at this, ought to be plain* precise, and definite* What are the 
proofs usually adduced ? Mr. Bagot has not favoured U9 with any 
distinct argument on the point. OtLem, however, have adduoed 
sach texts as 1 Tim. iii. 16: "God tpos mani/sat in ihi fisth.'' But 
this reading is rejected as spurious by Griisbach, who, as I stated 
on the first day of this discussion, was an avowed believer in the 
Trinity, and whose integrity T never before heard called in question; 
as well as by Dr. Wardlaw of Glasgow, Mr. Carule of Dublin^ 
and a whole host of orthodox authorities besides t while others among 
them, including Professor Moses Stuart of Andover, and the Eciee^ 
tic and Quarterly Reviewers, consider it as a reading so extremely . 
d&ubtful and uncertain, that no ar^ment can be built upon it. I 
need not, therefore, examine the authenticity of this reading in de- 
tail. The judgment of the critics whom I have named, is, I humbly 
submit, more than sufficient to outweigh the opinion of my reverend 
opponent. And with respect to the parenthesis, which he contends 
ought to be inserted, if Griesbach's reading be followed, I can only 
aay, that I can see no proof of its necessity, and respectfully refuse 
to admit it upon his authority. I may be allowed, however, to state, 
as Mr. Bagot has referred to the Alexandrian M.S. in support of the 
reading "Go<P' in this text, that my attention being turned to the 
subject during my residence in London, by a pamphlet of Dr. Hen- 
derson's, I had the curiosity to go to the British Museum to inspect 
that celeb rated M.S. which is there preserved ; and, unquestionably, 
the word ec (0i^() ''God'' is found in this passage; but, equally 
beyond question, the strokes which make the difference between this 
reading and O , {Sg^) "he who," (the reading preferred by Gribs. 
BACH,) are a modem addition, difiTering entirely in colour of ink, and 
in style of execution, from the rest of the M.S. The corresponding 
strokes in other parts of the M.S. are beautifully finished, and appear 
as sharp and aa well defined as if they had been traced with the point 
of a needle ; whereas, those which are found in this place are rough 
blotches, ratlier than lines ; and the ink in them is black and fjresb, 
while that of the adjacent letters is pale and faded by the lapse of 
many centuries. 

Another passage which has been brought forward to prove this 
doctrine occurs in RoM. ix. 3 — 5, which I shall read from the Com- 
mon Version. 

For I could wish (says the Apostle) ..that mys^f were a4!eursed ieom Christ, Ao* 
my brethren, my kinsmen according to the flesh j who are Israelites ; .to whom [per- 
taineth] the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the giving of the lajRr, 
and the service [of God], and Uie promises ; whose are the fathers, and of whom, as 
concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for ever. 

Mr. Bagot, by his over eagerness to prejudice your minds o^^ainst 
such a mode of translating this passage, has already apprised you 
that the last clause may be thus rendered :— 

Of whom, as concerning the flesh, thriet came^ wh^ie wer alL God [be] blbss so 

ton EVER ! 

The passage therefore only declares, that Christy who, according to 
the flesh, was bom of the lineage of David, iiras the greatest of all 



the iDtloncei of God's kindiieiB to bis people; tmd concludes with « 
devout thank ^;iviDg lo God for bis mission. It is, indeed, hard to 
conceive how on ai^ument for (bis extraordinary doctrine can be 
deduced from such a text as this. I observe, moreover, that Mr. 
Bagol, more than once, in quoting this text, misplaced two of ibe 
members of the last clause, in a way which is very frequently prac 
tised by orthodox preachers and advocates ; so that, instead of 
" Chritl came, who )« ever all, God bleiseii for ever," he converted it 
ioto a form which not even King; James' Trioitarian translators 
thought proper to adopt : "Chriit came, toko i» God over all, bleised 
for ever." If it be asked, wherein the difference between the two 
renderings consists, I answer. It consisla in this : that the latter 
mode, by dislocatinj^ the members of the sentence, makea the sug- 
gested rendering (God [fee] bUttedfor ever) appear, forced, strange, 
and unnatural ; whereas, if the words were lek in their proper order, 
a very different impression would be made on the mind of any intelli- 
gent and inquiring person, though unacquunted with Greek. 

An argument has been built on the declaration in Col. ii. 9, 
which affirms, that " in Aim dwelletk all thefulnea of Ike Godhead 
bodily." But this falness of the Divinity is staled, in the 19lh verse of 
the preceding chapter, — the same to which I have adverted before, 
—to be the gift of th£ Father: "For it pleased" {ihe Father, 
as the context shows) "that t» Aim ail /aliuss should dwell." In 
Efu. iii. 19, you will find the Apostle fervently praying that the 
members of that church might be "filled unto all the futnest of God." 
Will it be contended, that Paul prayed that the divine and faoman 
natures might be united in the persons of his converts ? • Indeed, 
this text alone— on Mr. Bagot's application of the scholastic maxim, 
Quicquid aecipitwr, ad modum accipienti* accipititr, the thing re- 
ceived, must be proporlioDed (o the capacity of the receiver ; or, in 
his el^ant phraseology, " a pint bottle will not hold a quart" — would 
be Bofficient to establish the proper Oeily of the Ephesian Chris- 
tians ; for iflhey were capable of receiving the fulness of the infinite 
God, they must, on bis principle, be infinite themselves. But if no 
■uch consequence follows from it in truth, then all the aid lent to the 
doctrine of the two natures by Col. ii. 9, is proved to amount exactly 
to nothing, unless we are prepared to follow different rules in the 
interpretation of similar passages. 

I have not found any other texts quoted-by Trinitarian writers, in 
support of the doctrine of two natures. But. among them, as with 
Mr. Bagot, there is no lack of " inferences" and "deductions," to 
support the doctrine. They amotint to this,— ^s you have seen and 
heard in this discussion, nsque ad nauieam, — ^Tnat in some texts 
Christ is called God (as we admit, that in two, or at most in three 
passages, he is — though in an inferior sense of the word, as the con- 
text shows] ; while in other places he is called a man, and described 
M inferior to the Father. And, in order lo reconcile the two setsof 
passages, it is deemed necessary to have recourse to this supposititia. 
Of course, it is presumed that the doctrine of the two natures will 
remove the contradiction between the different passages, and get rid 
of all the difficulty. Let us simply try the validity of this supposi- 
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lioOf by Applyiag the doctrine of the two nataret to die soladon of 
one or two passages. And, first, I shall take one which I have 
already quoted in this discassioo, and to which therefore Mr. Bagot*a 
attention has been turned ; so that he will have his acgumeata and 
objections ready, if he thinks proper to reply to my reasoning. 

In Matt. xx. 20^23, we read, that the mother of the sons of 
Zebedee came to our Lord, and besought him, saying, ** Grant that 
these my two sona may sit, the one on thy right hand, and the other 
on thy left hand in thy kingdom/' And after some farther coover^ 
sation, be thus replied to 'her supplication : " To sit on my right 
hand, and on my left is not mine to gi?e^*T*excepU- to those for whom 
it has been prepared afmy Father.'* 

Now admitting, for a moment, and for the sake of the argvLxnent, 
that our Lord Jesoa Christ was, as the Athanasian Creed declares* 
perfect God and perfect man, — this petition was most maaifeatly 
presented to him in his whole, full, and entire nature. The mother 
of the sons of Zebedee, did not address herself to our Lord's hu. 
manity, to the exclusion of his Godhead ; any more, than she made 
aimlication to his Godhead, aa distinguished from his humanity. 
AY nat she wanted was, to obtain the boon which she sought ; and 
this she was desirous of receiving from him in any capacity in which 
be might be competent to grant it. It was matter of indifference 
to her and to her sons, whether the solicited favour was to come to 
them, through pur Lord's human nature, or through hisdivhienatare ; 
or If it were not perfectly indifferent, the latter would certainly have 
been the more acceptable channel. They seem never to have 
doubted our Saviour's ability to bestow the gift which they sought ; 
and they took the present means of ascertaining whether or not he 
was disposed to do so. For this purpose, the mother, on behalf of 
her sons, proposed to him the direct petition which has been stated. 

And what was our Lord's replv P — it is couched in the most un. 
qualified terms. He makes no allusion to any supposed distinction 
of natures subsisting in himself, nor to any distinction of the powers 
and prerogatives appertaining to them respectively. He does not 
intimate, that he wants the desire to oblige them by gratifying their 
wish ; he declares-— he most expressly declares, that he wants the 
power to do as they besought him. He declares this, without quali- 
fication or restriction : ''To sit on my right hand and on my left, u 
HOT MINE to grant /" And he points to another person as al<me dbie 
to fulfil their request, by intimating, that the dignity which they 
sought must be reserved for ''those for whom it was prepared of hla 
FalSier."-rAnd, I would ask, are we to suppose that our L<mli 
though thus speaking of^it)Me(/! meant 0a/y a par< of himself P When 
be said^ " The favour sought is notrntit^ to giant," must not the sons 
of Zebedee have understood him as speaking in his whole andmUire 
character^ And would he be so disingenuous* as to affirm concern, 
ing the whole of his character, that which could only be affirmed^ 
with truth, of a petty and insigmficant fragment of his nature?. Yet 
strange as it may appear, notwithstanding this explicit disavowal oa 
the part of our Saviour, Trinitarians persist in maintaining, that he 
bad at that very moment full power to grant to these petitioners thek 
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request! Aid bati oar SavitMir repeated bi§ disclaimer nsmfitlL 
quatily, and tver w tartuttly, they woold not have hesitated to 
a&rm, that the matter aought wra perfectly within the ootnpam of 
bJB prerogalive. Now, I beg to ask, is not this impBling to onrLordf 
tke bjpocriiicBl practice of mental Eesetvatioo ? Is it not represent- 
ing bin as meanly eluding the application of his followers, by ■». 
auring tbem that he was not competent to do what he could ban 
dose la one initant by a single word P 

I shall raideaTOur to make my aaeaniog more clear by a paralM 
cue :-~A Bight Reverend Father m Ood is solicited to nominate to 
ft vacant benefice some (dergyman, who is supposed to have claims o» 
his consideration. In reply to the application, his Lordship declares^ 
" The . living in question is not in my gift ^ it must be bestowed on 
the person who may be appointed by the Lord Primate, whose suf- 
fragan I Sin." It afterwards appears, however, that his Lordship 
conld have disposed of the living exactly as it might have pleased 
him. We will suppose him taxed with want of candour ; and what 
is his defence 7 — " Oh ! certainly, I had full power to present to the 
benefice, in my capacity as Bithop of the Diocese; but I had no such 
authority in my other capacity, obA-B. Doclorin Siviniiyt" Now, 
I put it to any man of honourable feeling, whether this would be 
deemed a proper vindication of bis Lordship's character for sincerity 
and veracity. Would it satisfy the applicants that they had been 
fairly dealt with i* Would not the disappointed parly consider the 
defence put forth, as an insult superadded to the original deception ? 
Yet precisely similar to this is the conduct of which the Orthodox, 
as they are called, make no scruple of ascribing to our blessed Lord,. 
in the case which we have been considering. Whether such conduct 
is worthy of the immaculate Jesus, let any sincere Christian— let any 
htmtit man, lay his band upon bis bosom, and say. I aek, again, for 
Mr. Bagot's interpretation of the passage \ 

I had intended to comment on several other passages in otir 
Lord's life and conversation, wilh reference to the doctrine of two 
Datoree ; but I perceive I have not time. However, I would briefly 
advert to a few of the absordities which would follow from this mode 
of interpreting Scripture. According to this principle of interpreta- 
tion, any of the ancient prophets might have declared himself totally 
ignorant of the very subjects on which he had been su pern atu rally 
inspired, and of the very facts which he had been expreBsly commis-. 
Bi(»ied to reveal ; and if called for an explanation, he might have, 
replied, with perfect safety, that, cm a mere mtui, they did not come, 
vitbin the compass of bis knowledge, although, at a prophet, be wa», 
acquainted with them. Our Lord himself might have truly affirmed,. 
OD one occasion, what be might, with equal truth, have denied upon 
another. He might this moment have declared, that he was in- 
formed respecting bis approaching death ; and the next, he might 
have protested that he was perfectly ignorant of all that was to befal 
blm. He might, when conversing with his diseif^s in f»lvate, have 
confosed that he was altogether tminstmcted in the councils of' 
iMaveot BDd tbe sublime truths of religion ; while lo the Jews in- 
general, be annonnced himself as a teacter >en( from God, and able 
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to'dedara anto (bem tlM designs of the Most High. He might ha^e 
declared to some persons, the rerj'day and hour of his future coming, 
while he oimed to others that he was entirely ignorant of the matter. 
In fact, were it ever so often, and ever so expressly declared in 
Scripture, that Christ is not God equal with the Father, Mr. Bagot 
and his fellow Trinitarians would not be at all staggered in their 
belief. They would instantly reply, that the declaration was made 
respecting the human nature only ! And, finally, the Evangelists, 
on this principle, would have been justified in declaring that oar 
Lord never uhu horn — that he neoer wffered on the cross — that he 
never rose again, or ascended up to heaven ! All these facts they 
might have contradicted expressly, and afterwards have sheltered 
themselves under the evasive plea, that none of them (though true 
of his human nature) could be affirmed of him as God. Can that 
be a just principle of interpretation from which consequences so 
frightful necessarily flow P 



Mr. bagot.— Mr. Porter has again informed you that I " pa- 
rotted'* over my texts — I beg, therefore, again, to inform him, that if 
be wishes for a list of the passages I have produced in ibis discus- 
sion, he shall have them ; on condition, that he will meet me here 
from day to day, and from week to week, under the same rules and 
regulations as we have been hitherto guided by, and continue the con- 
troversy until the whole subject shall be fully discussed. For, in fact, I 
have a vast deal more matter upon the question, that would occupy 
me even a month to produce. 

Mr. P0RT£R I can do without Mr. Bagot^s texts; but I am 

quite willing to meet him here from day to day to carry on the de- 
bate, if every person present, who heard the previous part of the 
discussion, will pledge himself to attend regularly to hear it, until the 
close. 

Mr. BAGOT.-^Let it then be put to the vote. If the auditory 
consent, I consent 

Mr. porter.— a vote will not give me the pledge which I 
have demanded. I do not want to know the wish of Hie majority of 
the persons present, but to receive an assurance from every indivi- 
dual here, that he will attend unth us in this place, from day to day, 
and from week to week, till the whole subject be exhausted, in order thcLt 
the same identical auditory may be witnesses to the, entire discussion 
throughout I anl perfectly ready, however, to finish the controversy 
through the channel of the press. Let Mr. Bagot publish his addi- 
tional matter as a pamphlet, and I shall reply to it in the same way. 

Mr. BAGOT.— This is the same proposal which I have already 
rejected. 

Mr. porter.— By no means. My first proposal which you 
rejected, was the publication of a series of essays and replies in the 
Bible Christian ; and what I now propose, is the issuing of a series 
of controversial pamphlets in a separate form. 



1T8 

. Mr. BAGOT.— That is a matter qaite of a distinct nalaie rrom 
my present proposal, aad does not give a direct reply to it 

Mr. POETER.— I plainly avow that I mean to reject Mr. Ba- 
got's proposal to continue the oral discuBsion; and I am surprised, 
that any one who heard the condition which I stated, Bhould for one 
moment, imagine, that 1 had the slightest intention of agreeing with 
it. Ilhonghtil, from the firsi, absurd aodimpracticahlej and I simply 
meant, by my conditional acceptance, to put its absurdity and im- 
practibility in a clear light ; — for I knew, and could not bat know, 
that it was perfectly vain to expect every member of an auditory 
such as this, to give a pledge of attendance here from day lo day, and 
from week lo week. I now, therefore, tell Mr. Bagot, that I will not 
accept this proposal. 

Ms. BAGOT here said — "According to the regulations, I wu 
not to address you until half an hour after Mr. Porter's last Etddress; 
hot, for my parC I do not feel it necessary to cause any delay." — Upon 
which, Mr. Dobbs, one of the Chairmen, referred lo the printed 
rules, which stated the arrangement of an interval of half an hour 
before the closing address should commence, and said, he thought 
it would be better for general convenience, that Mr. Bagot should 
delay for at least len minutes. And that he felt it necessary to make 
this announcement, lest any person should leave the house, (which 
was, at that moment, excessively thronged,] under the impression 
that Mr. Bagot would not commence for half an hour. After a few 
minutes — 

Mr. bagot rose and said — I argued, this morning, that every 
objection advanced by Mr. Pdrler, again at my Scripture proofs in 
snpport of worshipping the Son, were equally valid and conclusive 
objections against those passages which he might advance in sup- 
port of worshipping the Father; and I thereby retorted upon him 
his own principles of reasoning. He has since reminded you, bow. 
ever, in bis last address, that the converse of this proposition is 
equally true; and (hat every objection advanced against offering 
worship to the Father, is an equally valid objection against offering 
worship to the Son : so that the principle of reasoning which Mr. 
Porter bas embodied in (his remark may be compared to the flaming 
sword placed at the entrance of ihe garden of Eden, which tumtd 
evtry way to protect the avenues to the tree of life ! But let him 
mark the consequence of thus retorting this principle; for the reply, 
if worth any thing, tends to prove that neither Father nor Son are 
God — and, in fact, that there is no Deity revealed to us in the Bible 
at all! 

Mr. Porter has said a good deal, in bis last speech, against the 
doctrine of two natures in (he mediatorial person of Christ ; and, in 
the course of illustrating his remarks upon this subject, he brought 
before yonr notice the Athanasian Creed. Now I beg to say, that 
I did oot come here to defend creeds, but to maintain and support 
fay a^uments the statement of my opinions, which is contained in 
my two propositions. But as Mr. Porter yesterday alluded to the 
doctiine orTrBDaubstaDtiatioD, imagining that I would be foolish 
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enough to diride my own party againtt myseIC by entering' upon 
SQch an iirele?ant difcnstion; wo, to-day, I sappose, be has advanced 
tbe Arbanaiian Creed, with the hope that I might so far impHcate 
myself in a discassion on its contents, as to divide the Orthodox, Pro- 
testants against me. I must, however, make a remark or two upon 
this creed. Mr. Porter has informed you that I read it to my con- 
gregation at least thirteen times in the year. I answer, that I have 
me advantage of him in that respect ; for how does he know whether 
I read it or not ? — whereas I know, by sensible evidence,-«-for I my. 
■elf have beard him this day,— that he has read it once in his own 
Meeting-house. He said much about the meaning of tbe word 
Pbrson, and argued that it alwavis denotes a distinct being. I ad- 
mit, that it does when used in re/erence to men ; but we sboold exer- 
cise great cantion when we speak of tbe nature of Deity, by the use of 
this and other terms which are borrowed from the ordinary vocabu- 
lary of men. Let us be cautious not to strain analogies too far. If 
Ood, in compliance with the infirmities of our weak and finite un- 
derstandings, has condescended to borrow words from tbe nomen- 
datnre of his creatures, we should be cautious lest, by stretching 
their import beyond what we are fully able to determine, we may 
seem to encroach upon bis kindness, and thus to sin, that grace may 
abound. I admit tnat the word person, when used in reference to 
men, denotes a distinct intellectual agent; but I cannot exactly de- 
fine its signification, when used in reference to the Godhead. 1 
observe in Scripture, a revelation of three persons, tbe Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost, who together constitute One God. Be- 
tween these three, there is, I believe, a certain distinction ; and I 
employ the word ** person,'' not in its strictly proper sense, as applied 
to men, but in a peculiar sense, to denote that distinction. Let that 
disiincUon be what it may, I find it in the Bible; and I therefore be^ 
lieve it, though I do not profess to explain its nature. 

Mr. Porter argued, that the statements of the Athanasian Creed 
imply this absunlity. That Christ is eternal and not eternal, omnipo^ 
tent and not omnipotent, omniscient and not omniscient, at tbe same 
time, and in tbe same respect I answer, that he would have found 
the explanation of all this in the Creed itself, had he attended to the 
following clauses, which say, that Christ is ** Perfect God and perfect 
man«^jiNi/ to tbe Father as touching bis Godhead, and inferior to 
the Fatner as touching his manhood— who, although he be God and 
nan, yet be is not two, but one Christ*- one, not by conversion of 
the Godhead into flesh, but by taking the manhood into God— -one 
altogether, not bv confusion of substance, but by unity of person/' 
Christ is eternal, omnipotent, and omniscient, as to bis Deity, hul 
not at to his humanity. This is a doctrine which I find clearly re- 
vealed in Scripture ; and it was upon tbe principle which this doc-t 
trine involves that I answered Mr. Porter's objection from Mark 
xiii. 32, in which it is said, that Christ didnot know the day or boor 
of judgment, by showing that though he knew all things in his divine 
nature, yet, as to bis human nature there were some things of which 
this was*one,]which he did not know. If Mr. Porter wishes to ea^ 
tahlish his ai^ument, let him prove that Christ's human knowledge 
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.Til; included in it alt hia rfieina knoidedgc, and then I will 

cooress that there is on unanawerable difficulty ia Mark xtii. 32 ; 
bat aa long as it is trae, that though the Kreater inclades the less, 
yet the leas never can include the greater, I am justified in saying, 
that Christ knows, aa to his divine nature, many thinp which he 
does not know in bis human nature; although it would be absurd 
to convert this proposition, and to say that he knows, at man, all 
things which he knows ai God. 

As to Mr. Porter's remarks upon I Tim. iii. 16, " God was mani. 
fest in the flesh," &c. I have said enough about that text already. 
And I shall merely remark here, that the Tact of Griesboch's having 
inserted em; in bis flrst edition, and of his having omitted it in his 
second, proves that he hod a Socinian tendency. 

I now proceed to Mr. Porter's remarks npon Ro«, ix. 5, "Whose 
are the Tathers, and of whom as concerning tbe flesh Christ came, 
who is over all, God blessed Tor ever." Tbe original of this passage 
is as follows : 

fuXfrj-ifrif lit roiii aJuvitf. 'A/i^v. 

Mr. Porter proposed to place a stop after irl ^&mav, and to read tbe 

latter clause as a doxology, so as to translate it thus : 

" Wbose ore the titben, and of vhom ta conoeriitag the fleih Christ eame, wbo ii 
over all. Ood be blewod Tor ever. Amen. 

This, however, was an alteration proposed by Erasmus, and adopted 
by Locke, from whom Mr. Porter has borrowed it. There are two 
principlesconnected with this criticism, which require to be examined. 
Ist, Tbe proposed change in tbe poDCtuation. 2d, The rendering 
tbe latter clause as a doxology. 

]. It is a question amongst biblical critics, whether the punctua. 
tion of Scripture should be regarded as a qnestion of reading or con. 
tlruction ; as no system of punc:tuation, such as appears in modern 
M.SS, was osed by the Apostles in their autographs. Notwithstanding 
this, however, the questioo may very fairly be regarded aa one of 
reading ; and if so, all on tiquily— whether we refer to M.SS, versions, 
fathers, heretics— decides in favour of the commonly- received punc- 
tuation, with the solitary exception of one manuscript mentioned by 
Griesbach, (No. 47,) which places a stop— not after vn iru»rm, but 
after tagxci. 

Bat if we regard the proposed punctuation as a question of 
construction, I ai^ne that it is inadmlBsihle, on account of tbe dis- 
memberment which it would cause in the phrase, o <ov l^ri rdmn 0iit t 
for &thf coming without the arlitU immediately after o w* «r/ -r&inay, 
most he construed in apposition with it. 

In addition to these reasous, I argue for the commonly-received 
pnnctnatioa, from the nature of the Apostle's style in fhia passage, 
which consists of a climax and an anltthetia. Karci eifxa "as con- 
cerning the flesh," is evidendy one part of an antithesis, requiring a 
conesponding and contrasted member in the succeeding sentence. 
For the wards "as concerning the flesh," naturally suggest lo the 
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mind the inquiry, " Wliat was he in other respects f ** which otig'ht tf> 
be answered in the following clause. 

For these reasons I reject the alteration in the punctnation^ which 
Mr. Porter has proposed. 

2. I object to reading the last clause of this verse as a doxolofify^ 
because the construction of the passage would not admit of it. The 
participle mv would be superfluous, and the words, 6 inn ^avrm 0eo^ 
would have been sufficient. Also, %\)>jayriTog should be placed before 
Ofog ; as is the case in other similar doxologies in Luke i. 68 ; 2 Cor. 
i. 3 ; Eph. i. 3 ; 1 Pet. i. 3 ; and in about forty instances in the 
Septuagint. There is only one case usually advanced as an excep- 
tion to this form, which occurs in Ps. Ixvii. 19, of the Septuagint : 
Kb^iog 6 Bili i&Xo/f}rV tuXoytjro; Ku^/oc nf^i^v tJoJS rifjbi^v. But the 
former clause of this verse, which is the part concerned, is of doubtful 
authority, as there is nothing corresponding to it in the Hebrew ; and 
it may be as well translated thus : " The Lord God is blessed." 

If Gbn. xxvii. 29, "Cursed be every one that curseth thee, and 
blessed be he that blesseth thee,'' should be adduced as an excep- 
tion to this rule, I answer that it may as well be rendered thus : 
" Cursed is every one that curseth thee, and blessed is every one that 
blesseth thee.'' 

I conclude that if the natural and established order of the words in 
such doxologies requires that euXo/^jro; should be placed before &eog, 
no writer who wished to be understood would reverse that order. 

I also argue, that a doxology in this passage would have inter, 
rupted the Apostle's discourse, by a long and improbable exclanaa- 
tion. And I also remark, that when he was in a "state of sorrow 
and heaviness/' on account of his kinsmen's rejection of Christ, as 
stated in ver. 2 and 3, a doxology would have been very unsuitable 
and unnatural. A prayer was more congenial with his feelings at 
the time, and accordingly we find him commencing the next chapter 
thus : "My heart's desire and prayer to God for Israel is^ that they 
may be saved." 

I also argue, that the verb i<fru should be added to the text, on 
the supposition of this passage being a doxology. 

And why, I ask, should the Apostle have stopped so suddenly in 
the middle of a description of one person, to address a doxology to 
another^ especially when the words Tcara (fa^xa, in the former part of 
that description, require a response to follow ? 

For these reasons I reject the proposal of Mr. Porter, — to read 
this passage as a doxology. 

I therefore regard it as a description of the higher nature of 
Christ, that nature which is here mentioned in contrast with his -being 
of Jewish extraction, "according to the flesh." And I would: beg 
you to remark, that this passage ascribes to the Saviour four titles 
designating Deity. He is " over all," or Lord of the universe. He 
is " God," sjL title which is not used in any figurative or subordinate 
sense here, as is evident from the strong expressions which are asso* 
ciated with it. He is " blessed," iu^oyTirog^ not 6uXoyii/6M»c. And I 
would here request you to remark, that tv>jfynrog occurs only four 
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times in the New Teatnmmt, (in Mast xir. 61 ; Rom. i 20 ; 2 Coi.' 
xi. 31, asd in ifaig pMSoge;] anid is so pecoliar a title of the Iroo 
Ciod> thiit it is sufficient ^ itself to partlcalMize tbe Supreme Je- 
hovt^, as is evident from the qaeatioa of the High Priest to Oat 
Saviodr in M&rK xiv. 61, "Ait thoa the Christ; the Son of the 
Blesed ?" SuVm^ii/mms, on the other hand, in applied to crealnres, us 
laLnKE i. 43, where it is applied to the Vii^n Mary; "Blessed art 
thoa ODiong women." We have, losdy, the attribate of Eternity 
ascribed to Christ in this pass^: he is " over all, God blessed for 
ever. Amen." 

In order to obviate the force of my argument for the Deity of 
Chrrist, derived from CoL ii. 9i " In him dwelleth t^l the fulness of 
the Godhead bodily," Mr. Porter referred to Eph. iii. 19, in which 
the Apcntle prays that the Ephesian church mig-ht be " filled with all 
the folness of God ;" and he told me, that I might as well argue for 
the proper Deity of all the members of that church, in consequence 
of this passage. Lei me eitamine the comparison here Instituted. 
The passage in Col. ii. 9, is an anertioti In the following form in tbe 
original : Sn h e^ir^ }utm%i7 <r3ui ri. o-X^/ia rf £ ^ jrV°£ eaifta,Tixut ; In 
which the Apostle employs five most emphatic and expressive terms, 
to denote the Deity of Christ: "In him dwtlleth allthe JsliteM ot 
the Got&ead bodily." But the passage ia Eph. iii. 19, which Mr, 
Porter considers as parallel to thia,ia aprayer, and of avastlydiiierent 
aature. He does not pray that all the members of the Ephesian 
church. might be filled " with all the falneas of the Godhead bodily," 
bnt that they might be filled " nnto" or " towards all the falneas of 
God;" for the Greek Is, ha v^Jipuf^n §lg irilf rj srJiijjw/** roti &itv. And 
who could suppose that the latter passive bears the slightest resem- 
blance lo the passage in Col ii. 9? The Aposlle had no intentioil 
of representing it as even poisible, that the Ephesian Christians could 
be filled with all the fulness of the Godhead ! Hamerely holds forth 
tbe unsullied amplitude of Jehovah's moral glory as the standard 
towards which believers were to endeavour, as it were, to approxi- 
mate; upon the same principle upon which the Saviour says to bia 
disriples, "Be ye perfect, as your Father in heaven is perfect"! But 
be fall well knew, that, even in the remotest a^^es of eternity, tbe infi- 
nite distance between the creature and the Creator will b^ definitely 
preserved ; and that the holiness of the saints, even in their highest 
State of exaltation, though perfect in its kind, will still conlinae lo 
be but a shadow of the moral glory of God '. 

Mr, Porter has again adverted to our Saviour's answer to the 
reqneat of the mother of Zebedee's children, contained in Matt. xx. 
33.: "To sit on my right hand and on my left, is not mine to give; 
but it shall be given to them for whom it has been prepared of my . 
Father;"— and he a^ued, in reply to my remarks upon Ibis passage, 
lliat dte mother of Zebedee's children did not make such distinctions 
as to the two conditions of Christ which I did, bnt addressed him in 
refetanoe to his whole person. I beg to ask him. What have the 
views of this Woman lo do with the qoestian ? in all probability, she 
was a Soeinian like Nicodemus, or an Arian like Martha. Mr. 
Porter nys, "It itqnile plain that Christ bad not tbe p(>wer,inwiy 
Z 
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90n$$, to besloir the solicited honour.'^ Bat I challenge him to prove 
(his assertion. It is strange, that he who elsewhere claims the pre* 
rogative of acting by an unlimited power, as in his reply to the leper, 
^' I will, be thou clean,** and his declaration to his disciples, *' If y^ 
shall as^ any thing in my name, / will do it,*' — should, in this in^ 
atance. disclaim that power, by an absolute and unqualified declara- 
tton. Mr. Porter has asserted, that the mode of explanation whicb 
I have applied to this passage involves a charge of equivocation 
against the Saviour; and he endeavoured to illustrate his meanings 
by a reference to a Bishop giving away a good living. Now, as to 
this illustration, all I shall say is, that I wish he would make it goo4 
In my case ! but as to the logical principle involved in it, I must 
maintain, that my explanation of the text does not imply the slight- 
eist charge of equivocation against the Saviour. For, L request you 
to attend to the phraseology which Christ adopts. He uses the pre^ 
tent tense : " To sit on my right hand and on my left, is not mine to 
give.'' He does not say, " To sit on my right hand and on my left, 
will not be mine to give.'' And the reason of his speaking in the 
present tense, is obviously this : Because, at the time when he spoke 
these words, he was in a state of humiliation ; he had emptied hint- 
iielf of his pre-existent glory ; and he could not, consistently with 
these circumstances, have asserted his right to dispose of the hon- 
ours and dignities of his kingdom, until after he nad crushed the 
serpent's head, and had overcome the powers and principalities of 
darkness. And all this is declared in Rbv. iii. 21, where he expressly 
asserts the very prerogative which Mr. Porter thinks that he denies 
in Matt. xx. 23 : " To him that overcometh, will I grant to sit with 
me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down with my 
Father in his throne." 

i HATE NOW DISPOSED Of ALL THE OBJECTIONS WHICH Mr. 

Porter has advanced against the Deity of Christ; and I 
wish, in concluding the argumentative part of this discussion, as far 
as I am concerned, to propose a plain and simple question to this 
audience, which contains in it a strong negative argument, not merely 
for the Deity of Christ, but in support of the doctrine of the Trinity. 
And I shall propose this question, with the view of submitting it to 
the conscience and candid investiration of every person who denies 
the Deity of Christ and of the Holy Spirit. The question is as fol- 
lows: 

How do you account for this fact — that, in every description pre- 
santed to our minds, from the beginning of Genesis to the end of 
the Revelation, of what is passing in the invisible heavens, the 
Son and ths Holy Ghost arb never oncb bbprgsented as 
OFFBBiNo Worship, or doing Homage, on their own account, 

AND IN their highest CHARACTER AND CONDITION, TO ANT SUPE- 
RIOR Being ? ^ ; 

I call upon those who demy the Deityof the Son and of the Holy 
Ghost to account for that astounding circumstance. And let them 
recollect, that angels, as well as men, are represented as worshipping 
Jehovah— that Ahe Psalmist repeatedly ciuls upon every border aii4 
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elaasificntioi) of created intelligenceB, by a diBtinct and expreved 
reference, lo worship God ; and, as if Ihe animated crealion did not 
aSbrd objects enongh upon whom to call, be addresses the Hunabd 
moon, the rocks and trees, and mountains and hills, and cfaallengea 
tbem to join in the universal anthem of nature, to celebrate the ma- 
jesly and glory of that Great Being from whom all their brightness 
and their beauty was derived ! And yel the Son and the Hol;{ 
Ghost are never so appealed to ; and yet how much would it have 
tended to magoify and exalt the glory of Jehovah, that he sboald 
have been described, not merely as receiving the homage of all the 
annies of heaven, and all the inhabitants of the earth, but as being 
the object of the adoration of two such exalted beings ! Let Mr. 
Porter prodnca an instance of the Son or the Holy Ghost offering 
worship in heaven on their own account, and in their ahslroct con- 
dition, to any superior being, and the controversy on the subject of 
the Trinity will be decided in his favour ! He may perhaps tell me, 
that Christ intercedes for his people at the right hand of the Father. 
I answer, however, that this is not a case in point. The Saviour in. 
tercedes, in his official capacity as Mediator, on account of those for 
whom he has achieved the work of redemption, and he does not re- 
quire for himself those blessings for which he intercedes. There is, 
therefore, no such instance in Scripture of the Son and Holy Ghost 
offering homage to another being, as would prove their inferiority ; 
and I maintain that this can only be accounted for on the principle 
of their not being creatures, and because Ibey, with the Father, are 
the ONE true and everlasting God. 

I SHALL NOW DRAW 1BE GBNBML CONCLUSION FROU THE ENTtKB 
TRAIN OF BBASONINO WHICH I HATE ADVANCED TBROUQHODT THIS 

DISCUSSION. I came here to argue for the true Deity of the Lord 
Jesus Christ as the Word ; and I trust I have been enabled, by 
the grace of God, to do so iu a satisfactory manner. I now lay 
down this principle, in order to illustrate the force of the reasoning 
I have advanced,— THAT no man can deny the Deity of the Son, 

WITHOUT AT THE SAME TIME DENYING THE DeITY OF THE FaTHER. 

This principle will oppear evident from the following comparison of 
tests, from which, as a specimen, it will be seen that the Scriptural 

f>roofs for Ihe Deity of the Son are as clear and convincing as those 
or the Deily of the Father, vh. — 



Pnofi flf rte Dtilg oftht FiUhtr. 



Hy Father warktllt bitherto,— Johk 



Fmo/* iif lAc Drily q/' th* Sm. 

He ii able even lo subdue all thingi 
unto htnueir.~PBiL. iii. SI. 
Lord, Uy not tbii lia to tbeir charge, 

— iCTS Til. 60. 

Lord J«sus, receive my spirit — Acts 
vii. 59. 

Let all the uigelt of God xortliiii 
bim— Hkb. i. 6. 

And 1 wwJ. — John v. 17. 
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Prorfi (if the Miy of the FatJker. 

Wbtt thiuft aoerer tb« Fathier 4oeUi. 
—John v. 19. 

As the Father raiseth up the dead, 
and quicJietuih them. — Jobn v. 21. 

Even as they honour the Father. — 

JOHN.V. 23. 

As (he Father hnoweth me. — John 
X.15. 



Pr&ofi of the DeHy tf the Sonl 

Th9 tame doeth the Son U|Lewt80«r-T 
John t. 19. 

Even 80 the Son 9tt4c&eiiet& whom \b 
will. — John v. 21. 

That all men should h/otLOw the Son. 
— John v. 23. 

Even so "know I the Father. — John 
X. 15. 



Now, let these two classes of texts, b^ jconsidered in juxtaposition; 
let tbe declarations in one be compared attentively with the decla- 
rations in the other. You have one class of passages which ascribe 
the attributes of Deity to the Father ; and you have^ on the other 
hand, a similjir class of texts which ascribe the very same attributes 
to the Son : — I arg;ue, then, that any principle of reasoning which 
Mr. Porter may adopt in order to overthrow the doctrine of the true 
Deity of Christ which I derive from the latter, will virtually and 
necessarily act as a lever to upset the doctrine of the true Deity of 
tbe Father, which Mr. Porter derived from the former. So that he 
must either involve himself in tiie responsibility of ai^guing upon 
principles which would represent the Bible as a system of Atheisoi, 
In which no Deity is revealed at all ; or he must agree with me in 
receiving as scriptural, the doctrine which I now st&te as my general 
conclusion from this entire discussion, — that the Lord Jbsus Christ 

POSSESSES, AS THE WoRD, THE SAME BTERHITY, KNOWUSOeE, POWSB, 
AUTHORITY, PREROGATIVES, AND GrODHEAD WITH TBE FATHER, AMD 
IS ONK WITH fim IN ALl. ATTRIBI7TBS. 



I shall now employ tbe remainc^er of ,my time in taking ajdvantage 
of the peculiar privilege which tbe Lord has conferred uponine— of 
raising my voice within iheze walls, to proclaim those glprious states, 
ments of his Gospel which are intimately connected wim tbe doctrine 
of tbe Saviour's Deity ; and on account of which, I consider that sub- 
ject to be supremely important, and have embraced the pre8e^t op- 
portunity of defending it by i^rgumeni. If it could be proved to me, 
that the doctrine of the true Deity of Christ were nothing more than 
a piece of intellectual information, invented in order to glare or asto-r 
nish the thinking powers of man ; — if it could be proved, that it were 
a mere abstract theory, divested of every practical influence;— then I 
should at once renounce and discard it, because I am informed in Scrip- 
ture, that Christianity is a system of moral motives, and that every 
constituent doctrine of Christianity is "according to godUnc^is.'' 1 
argue, then, for the Deity of Chpst, because it |s the primary wd 
most essential principle of the Gospel ; because it is the ni|cleusr-*-tfae 
vitality— the essence-^the axiom-:-tbe very originating princirie of 
the religion of Jesus Christ I The doctrine of the Saviour?s t>&^ 
is, as it were^ the key^ stone, whiqh, by its inserted pressure, biiidit 
and consolidates into bne compact body, the whole system of divilii^ 
truth ! The sentiments which men entertain in reference to th^ p|er. 
sonal dignity of Christ, constitute a test and index of their gen)eral 
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creed; and ore, as it were, a Bort of mofal barMoeteri by wbkfa w« 
can dieasare the eleration or depression of their opinions upon the 
other doctrines of the Gospel. Those, For iOstanee, who believe that 
Christ vas nothinff more than a man, nmat rely exclusively opoD 
their ovn performances for jnstlfication, pardon, and peace, la time, 
and for glory and everlasting happiness in eternity; and as they 
superadd to this belief an opinion that the Holy Ghost is nothing 
more than an attribute, they must believe, that they can attain to 
that holiness without which no man shall aee the Lord, by their own 
endeavours to sanctiTy and purify Ibemselres, independently of that 
process wbJcb the Bible reveals as exclusively of the operation of 
the Spirit of God. And — if we ascend somewhat higher — tlie man 
who believes that Christ was an angel or a superangelic bein^, inf.y 
perhaps profess to avail himself to a certain extent of Aii services, 
and, by adding the merit of Christ to bis own good works, may ther^y 
imagine, that he ia resting hia plea upon a sure foundation. Bttttbe 
Scripture recc^niaea no eucb basis of justification : a righteonsnesa 
cmnposed of such heterogeneous qualities can never stand the test of 
the scrutinizing eye of the Almighty ! The man who does not be- 
lieve in the true Deity of Christ, can never entertain an adequate or 
correct opinion in reference to the other doctrines of the Crospel— 
he can have no proper idea of that system of salvation whidi can 
justify the sinner here, and glori^ the believer hereafter. If Christ 
be not God, of what avail is his work ? If Christ were ohly a crea- 
ture, every work be achieved, every action be performed, was neces- - 
aary to fulfil those infinite obligations under which k« \oy, in common 
with all created beings, to serve, to honour, and to obey his Creator. 
If Christ were only a creaiare, commissioned to perform the laers 
work of a prophet or a megsenger, might not some intenqr being 
have been selected from a lower class of created existences, who 
would have discharged the ofBce as well? and might not the "only, 
begotten Son of God" have been exempted from a commissitm 
nttraided with so much suffering and disgrace ? And bow could the 
Holy Spirit sanctify, unless he is divine : He could have no com. 
mand over the sentiments or feelings of men — no power to control 
tbeir will— no faculty of universal and perpetual presence, byvirtpe 
of which he could dwell in every member of the church, and carry 
on the work of sanctificallon in every believer's soul. 

But more awful consequences, still, are attendant upon a denial 
of thd^Deity of Christ : it neutralizes and destroys the infiniU cha- 
racter of the Fatbnr's love. Obsbrtk the strong and emphatic 
terras in which the Bible speaks of the lore of God : " God lo loved 
the world, that he gave his only.begotten Son, that whosoever ba. 
lieveth in him might not perish, but have eternal life." — "He that 
(pom/ not his own Son, but freely gave Attn ap for ns all, how shall 
he not with him also freely give ds all things." — " In ihit was mani.) 
tested tbe love of God toward us, because that God sent his bbly. 
begotten Son into the world, that we might Hve thmugb him.*' 
" Herein is love" — as if there were love in nothing else — " not that 
we loved God, but that he loved us, and sent bis Son to be the pro- 
pitiation fhr OUT sins." Here the love of God ia estimated and valued 
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bf the dlffoitj of hin Son ; hot if Christ were merely a creaiure, 
what would beocmie of the in/inite character of the Father's love ? 
Coold not -that same phytical omnipotence of the Eternal, wfaicfa> 
apoa Mr. Porter's principles, omimanded the Lord Jesas Christ into 
existence, have created millions of similarly exalted heings to supply 
the place of that one which God had surrendered as an atonement 
for sin? Surely, the doctrine which represents the Saviour as 
merely a creature, deriving^ his existence and attributes at an im- 
measurable distance from his Creator, altogether annihilates the love 
of the Father to the world ! 

But observe the influence which the denial of the Saviour's 
Deity has in reference to the love of Christ himself. The Scrip, 
tures are replete with animated representations of the length and 
breadth and height and depth of the love of Christ, which passetk 
all understanding I If Christ, however, were nothing more than a 
created being, what becomes of the infinite condescension of his 
love— the extreme disinterestedness of that philanthrophy which no 
human or angelic intellect can scan P Let me refer you to that de- 
scription to which Mr. Porter has alluded, of the mediatorial exillta- 
tion of the Redeemer, which you will ^nd in Phil. ii. 9 to 11 : 
"Wherefore (in consequence of bis previous condescension) God 
also hath highly exalted him, and given him a name which is above 
every name ; that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of 
things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth ; 
and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is liord, to 
the glory of God the Father." Now, let me appeal to your candid 
and impartial judgments, where could have been the disinieresUdnesi 
in a created being, no matter how exalted, submitting to undergo 
the temporary humiliation which the Saviour underwent— enduring a 
few short hours of suffering, no matter how intense, with this glorious 
prospect before his view, that, when the period of his debasement 
nad expired, he should be raised to a transcendent elevation at the 
right hand of God — promoted, as it were, into a state of competition 
with the majesty, the power, and prerogatives . of the Eternal— ^ap. 
pointed to the office of Universal Judge; and should, in fact, be 
represented as superseding his Creator in the execution of those 
works which none but Deity could achieve P If Christ were a crea- 
ture, his philanthropy was not disinterested — his love was dictated 
by motives of personal ambition and of self-aggrandisement. For I 
lay down this as an incontrovertible principle, that there must have 
been, even in the highest mediatorial exaltation of Christ, something 
of condesceneian and humiliation, in order to preserve the disintere9ted 
character of his love to man. In undertaking the office of Mediator, 
his primary motive must have been to release those sinful creatures 
who were lost in a state of moral dereliction and transgression, and 
for whom he interposed by that sublime act of philanthropy which 
the Gospel describes. He must have been actuated by a desire to 
promote their spiritual prosperity and happiness, both here and here-^ 
after. But unless we admit that he was true God, — one with the 
Father, we cannot contemplate his mediatorial interference in this 
point of view ; but we neutralize altogether the. infinity of bis iQypk 
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tutd represent the work «hicb he has achieved as an act of selfish- 
ness, and not or benevolence ! Alas ! alas ! how these systems 
vbich deny the true Deity of Chiist — bow they sciHxih and mther 
the sentiments of men in reference to the ijifinily of the love of Ood ! 
Methinkb they are like as if Satan bad kindled a torch in the lowest 
flames of hell, in order to bam and consume the love of the Father 
and the Son ; but with which he has only succeeded in producing » 
Inrid glare, that has dazzled the intellectual faculties of man, so as 
to prevent their dtscerning the tight of the glory and love of God as 
it snines in the face of Jeaus Christ ! 

Bnt let me turn yonr attention to the sad effect which a denial 
of the Saviour's Deity baa upon the prospects of man for eternily. 
It is a truth written, as with a snnbeam, upon every pag;e of Scrip, 
tare, that man is by nature a fallen, a K^il'y- a condemned creature, 
obnoxious to the righteous judgment of God. We are told, that "the 
heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked" — that 
" all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God :" Jehovah bim. 
self is represented as looking down from heaven upon the children of 
men, to investigate their characters with that omniscient ken by 
vbicb he explores ihe utmost boundaries of the illimitable universe, 
and pronouncing ibis solemn verdict — "There is none righteous; no, 
molom:" and the Apostle Paul, when reminding (be Bphesian Church 
of their past anregenerate condition, says that ihey were "children 
of wrath, even as others." If man, Ihen, be In a guilty and con- 
demned stAte 'by nature, it ts an awful and important question. How 
Bhatt he obtcdn pardon and justification with God, on account of his 
post tTHsgressions? and how ahall his sinful and unholy nature be 
sanctified and prepared for admission into the realms of everlasting 
glory P Can personal repentance, on the part of the sinner, obliterate 
the crime of which he has been guilty, so as to reinstate him into the 
condition of a sinless and unfallen tieing * Unquestionably not. For 
wkaUver act has been performed by G<kI, or angels, or by man, mnst 
remainforever written upon the pages of eternity, never to be erased; 
and, therefore, no subsequent repentaoceon thesinner's part, — no tears 
of ssrrow or contrition, can ever blot out his past transgressions ; 
nor even could the nnited tears of angels erase the record of those 
offences for which man is brought in guilty before God ! Can, then, 
subsequent obedience achieve the work of the sinner's Jnstification ? 
This, alas! will prove as ineffectual as repentance; for thongh we 
should render to God a perfect obedience for the remainder of onr 
Jives, still the sin we Aaue committed is sufGcientto procure our con- 
THtion and condemnation ; for the wages of sin is death 1 Shall we, 
then, have recourse to the abstract mercy of God, as the foundation 
DDon whicb forest our hope of pardon P This is the Unitarian's 

EW : " I believe," he says, " that God is merciful ; and I repose in 
is kindness, and trust he will have compassion upon me." Alas, 
my friends ! it was bad enough that Mr. Porter should have yester- 
day adopted ihe algebraic principleof neutralizing one test of Scrip. 
Inre by another; but to carry up this principle to a contemplation 
of the character of God, and to bring it into collision with the attri- 
butes of Jehovah, asd tbos to set' bis mercy agaipst his juatic&— bis 
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ccMopiition Qgaioflt his tnith^hiii grace agsinst hia holiness, aod 
thereby to oeatralize and annihilale one class of attribales bj 
another, it a goilt that is direfol, blasphemoos, and indescribable, 
eqaal to the crime for which Satan was banished oat of heaven into 
hell! Methink8» if I coold look back npon that important epoch in 
elemilj when God^ in the cooncU-chambers of heaven, devised the 
atonement — when the eternal Thrbb sat down, as it were, to con- 
ttitate and plan the scheme of redemption, — the axiom they 'assatned, 
the postnlate they adopted, the principle they considered essentially 
necessary to be at all hazards maintained, was this : That God's 
Justice mast be satisfied, before he could become the justifier of the 
ungodly — that his holiness and truth must be viDdi<^ted, by a satis- 
factory compensation, before his mercy could be dispedsed to the 
fallen family of man ; and that the law must be viadicated, by the 
folfilment of its precepts, and the endurance of its penalties, be^ 
fore the sinner could be freed from its condemnation, and justified 
freely by the grace of God. To meet these requirements, the Saviour 
became incarnate, and achieved a wprk which constitutes a basis of 
justification which meets the demands of God, and the necessities of 
man* H^ wrought out a perfect righteousness for his people. JI$ 
was wounded for our transgressions, bruised for our iniquities, the 
chastisement by which our peace has been effected was laid on kinh 
and by his stripes we are healed. This is the view which the Bible 

gves of the philanthropy of the Saviour : " He is the end of the law 
t righteousness to every one that believeth" — '' He Was made a 
curse for us ;'^ and observe how he sustained that curse :-HiorroW waa 
the very essence of the curse, as denounced against Adam ; so Christ 
was a man of sorrows. The loss of the communion of God was 
another item in the curse against sin ; and thfsthe Saviour sustained 
when, in all the agonies of conscious dereliction, he exclaimed, ''My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?'' Peath was another por* 
tion of the curse; for the law has saiid, ''The soul that sinneth it shall 
surely die;" and, as the sinner's substitute and representative, the 
Saviour falfilled the law and died upon the cross, that we might live 
through him. We can account for the sufferings and death of the 
Saviour upon no other principle. For how could we reconcile it with 
the justice and mercy of a righteous God, that a sinless and holy beiAg 
should have undergone so much superfluous suffering, if the work which 
he came to achieve were merely that of a messenger or prophet, whicb 
might have been discharged without such an awful expense of agoaoly 
as Christ endured P But we must admit the atonement of the.SaTioilt 
upon Scriptural grounds : for we are told that " once in the end of the 
world hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice ofhvmuiff^ 
that "He who knew no sin was made sin," or a sin-offering, ''for 
us^ that we might be made the righteousness of God in hitn ;'' aUd 
that "by one sacrifice he hath perfected for ever them that are sane*^ 
tified." And now let me show the necessary connexion which tbesp 
is betwe^i the Ddty of the Saviour, and his righteousneto audi 
atonement. We know that no created ox finite being can perforaa 
more than what is his duty to do; for, after all he may have doii% 
be will still be only an unprofitable servant The very eiiBeaceaod 
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fundamental principlfi of the work of Cbritt, conststing of fail right- 
eoasaeBa and atonement, is this, that It is an act of mptrtrogalion 
Intended to be tnuufirrtd to the account and benefit of olfaers. Burt 
no ere^ed being could execute such a tran^erahlt vork ; and if 
ChriBt were a creature, bis rlgbteouiness was required for his own 
personal justification, and could not be communicaled as the ground- 
work of acceptance to man. We must, then, admit bis Deity, in 
order to give to the work whicb he achieved in hia bumanily a value 
corresponding with the infinite dimity of bis character, and com- 
measnrate with the Qocessities of the sinner. But what, on the other 
hand, is the natural effect of a denial of the Saviour'a Deity P It 
annihilates the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, and elevates lelf 
as a Saviour in hit stead!— for if Christ be not our Saviour, we must 
be resting on our own works for salvation. And now, my friends, T 
would desire afiectionately and earnestly to bring home this impor- 
tant subject to the consciences of every individual in this vast aa^ 
eembly. I would wish to propose this question personally to my 
friend, Mr. Porter, and I would say to him, and to each of you — As 
yon are now in the presence of that God who will judge the quick 
sod dead at bis appearing and his kingdom, can you place your 
hands upon your hearts, and say, in the full assurance of that fmth 
which is the believer's privilege — " We givt ihanki unto the Father, 
which h4tth made us meet to be partakers of the inheritance of the 
Mints in. light; whoAaM delivered us from" the power of darkness, 
and katK translated us into the kingdom of bis desr Son ; in whom 
we hauM redemption through his blood, even lh» Jbrgiveneu qfsini"^ 
Attend, here, to the force of the word " have." The privileges of 
(he believer are as much in potteitiim as in pretptel. Every one who 
Is in Christ, not having his own righteousoeas, ont hit, bos the for- 
giveness of sins OS a present blessing, wbich he obtained by grace,' 
when he was enabled to believe; as the Apostle says to the Ephesian 
Cfaarch (chap. iv. 32), when be directs them " to be kind one to 
another, tender-hearted, forgiving one another, even as God, for 
Christ's sake, halh forpve* them ;'* and the Apostle Peter describes 
ihe believer's privilege in language pro portion ably strong, where he 
says, (1 Pet. ii. 25) — "Ye viert as sheep, going astray, bat are now 
tetumed unto the Shepherd and Bishop of your souls." I say, then, 
it is the believer's privilege to have, in consequence of the redemn- 
lion that is in Christ, in present and octuiQ possession, the full, 
free, and irreversible pardon of all his transgressions. And why 
should not this be his privilege? Who shall lay any IbinEf to the 
charge of God's elect, whom God himself bath justified P Who shall 
Condemn those for whom the Saviour died ? And when Christ ex- 
pired upon Calvary, did he perform an incomplete or inefficient 
work ? Surely not ; or else he never would have uttered (hat expir- 
ing exclamation which marked the ttiumphani consummation of^hii 
sacrifice— t" It is finished!" The object of bis achievement was to 
remove the vail of the curse, whicb interposed between the condition 
of man and the foigivlng kindness and love of the Eternal ; and when 
he prononnced tb^ words, he had taken away (twry obtlacle which 
prevented the mercy of Jehovah ftom abining in ^1 its amplitude 
A A 
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upon the moral ruins of this apostate world. Christ, then« did not 
leave his work half finished, bat broqght it to a glorious and benign 
nant termination ; and there is now nothing to prevent the very yiiest 
sinner from looking to a crucified Saviour, and rejoicing in the doc- 
trine of a full and gracious pardon, which is a reflection from the 
erou upon the soul of every Christian that looketh unto Jesaa, the 
Author and Finisher of his Faith. But how, you will ask, shall the 
sinner become interested in the Saviour's work ? How shall he appro- 
priate to himself the blessings which Christ has purchased by his 
death ? The Bible says, in repJv to this inquiry, " Believe on the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved." Faith is represented 
in Scripture as the connecting link which binds the sinner to the 
Saviour, and gives him an appropriating interest in the Saviour's 
work, and in every blessing which the interference of Christ has 
obtained. ** He that believeth on him is not condemned." — *^ He 
that helUveih on the Son kath everlasting life." Christ is the prU 
fliery object of the sinner's faith ; and every blessing, such as justi- 
fication, pardon, peace, and holiness, are the secondary objects of 
the sinner's faith, reflected back upon the soul from a believing 
view of the Saviour, as he is held forth in the Gospel : for Christ 
is made unto us, of God, wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctifica* 
tion, and redemption; and in him we have redemptioa through 
hie blood, the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his 
grace. And what are the benefits which result to the sinner, from 
a belietnna view of the* Saviour ? Being justified by faith, he has 
peace with God, through our Lord Jesus Christ Justification, which 
implies the acceptance of our persons, inelusive of the pardon of our 
sins, is the first gift of the grace of God in the Saviour. And, ob- 
serve that the Apostle does not represent justification as the object 
of hope, but as tne object of faith. We are not merely directed to 
kope, with the Unitarian, that God will pardon our sins at the hour 
of death, or at the day of judgment — we are not merely privileged tp 
hope in his mercy ; but we are directed in the Gospel to look to the 
finished work of Emmanuel, and to believe that in him we hanf^ 
redemption, even the forgiveness of our sins, I repeat it: The 
Christian is not justified by hope, but hy faith. He is notmerely toi 
expect a future pardon, but to believe in a preseni pardon. Such is 
the conoirrent testimony of the. Gospel : "There is now therefor€f no 
4iondemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus, who walk not a£ter 
the flesh, but after the spirit"-— "I write unto you, little children,*^ 
says the beloved disciple, " because your sins are forgiven you for 
his name's sake." And the Apostle Paul, in a passage already re- 
ferred to, says, ^' Being justified by faith, we ham peace with God ;" 
evidently implying, that the believer is a pardoned and accepted skm 
ner, and that he has joy and peaeee in believing that his sins hay^ 
been freely pardoned, through the reconciliation efiSscted by Christ, 
Hopb has another and a dififerent object from justification. It teSsm 
principally to the glory and blessedness of immortality. The baffl% 
the residence, the object, the tendency of hope, are strikingly de* 
scribed by the apostle in Col. i. 27, where he says, that the riche^ 
of the mystery of the Gospel is Carist m the bbubver toe HCMPtf 
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root of every attainmSit mid prinnple of spiri ttni fertility ia "Christ ;" 
Ihewi/in which that root is planted by faith, and iDnbich it germi- 
itate8,is"inyoa;" the ascending iten, which rises from eanhtoheaven, 
onder the infiueace of the Spirit, is " hope ;" tht/mil, which will be 
displayed in rich luxuriance within the Paradise of God, blooming 
in the atmosphere of immortttlity, is " glory ;" — a glory which eye 
hath not seen, which eu bath not heard, and which it hath not en- 
tered into the heart of man to conceive : for it doth not yet appeal 
what we shall be ; but we know that, when Christ shall appear, we 
shall be like him, for we shall see him as he is '. 
. Now I assert, most explicitly, that an abandonment of the doc- 
trine of the Dbitt of Cbkist, obliterates the atenemeat, and 
frustrates the entire work of the Saviour. In fact, if Christ be not 
God, he is not a Saviour : if He be not a Saviour, there is no salva- 
tion ; for there is no olhgr name given under heaven amongst men, 
whereby we can he saved. If there be no salvation, there can be no 
peace of conscience in the sinner's soni — no hope of glory to shed a 
calm and tranquil lustre upon the otherwise dark and perplexing 
palb, which leads from time to the unexplored regions of eternityi 
Aiid if there be no peace of conscience here, and no hope of glory 
hereafter, there is bat one alternative— a fearful looking-for of judg- 
ment aad fiery indignation, which will destroy the transgressors. 
Woald to God, my friends, — and I speak with all the sincerity 
and solemnity of feeling with which, as a minister of the gospel, I 
oaght to be impressed,' when I address immortal and accountable 
beings opon those subjects which concern eternity,— would to God, 
that every individual who now hears me — whether amongst those who 
hold what are termed Unitarian views, or amongst those of other 
denominations, who are destitute of the vitality and power of g;odli- 
ness,— were at this moment savingly converted to God, and that this 
were the hoar of your jastitication, so (hat you might depart from 
this assembly vrith the Spirit of God speaking peace to your con- 
sciences ; and thai, as ibe Eunuch went on his way rejoicing when 
Philip had spoken to him of Christ, so you might be enabled to 
tralk through yonr earthly pilgrimage, rejoicing in that name which 
la above every name; being washed, and sanctiSed, and accepted, 
through him who died for your sins, and rose again for your justifi- 
cation ; evincing your love to the Redeemer by keeping his com- 
mandments, and looking for that redemption which will be fully 
eontammated at the second coming of Christ, who shall change the 
bodies of our humiliation, so as to transform them into a likeness 
with his glorified body, by that energy wherewith he is able even to 
■abdne all things unto himself. 

And now — may that great Being, is whose smile the angels of 
heaven exist — asd whose glory, and majesty, and mercy, constitute 
the very atmosphere from which the unfollen and sainted inmates 
of tfae DBiverse derive all their moral beauty and felicity— may He 
gracioQsly pardon in me, bis annort^y servant, whatever, throughout 
this discassloB, I have spokes ineoBsistenily with the sacred truths of 
bis word ; qnd nay he, by a display of that moral omnipotence which 
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he has ever at condmand— cauae the brigbtnees and iUtmiination 
which surrounds his throne^ gradually and gradfaally to expand, until 
It shall comprehend within its ample and uncircumscribed circam- 
ference, tfae dark and dismal intellects of those who reject his Gospel 
and deny his Son ! ..__ 

At the dose of Mr. Bagot's address, Mr. PORTER said that 
he had a question which he would be glad to propose to that gentle, 
man, if the, regulations permitted. 

Mr. BAGOT stated that, in his opinion, the 4th rule, which gave 
the privilege of asking such questions, did not contemplate the closing 
address of either party. In this decision the Chairmen concurred, 
and the question was not put 



Ma. PORTER.— Throughout the whole of this controversy, I 
have always been pleased to bear Mr. Bagot raise bis powerful voice 
to its highest pitch, and to find him delivering his sentiments with 
those graces of oratory, of which he is so consummate a master : for 
I have uniformly observed, that, in proportion to the redundance of 
his declamation, was the deficiency of his argument ; and, in the 
inverse ratio of the sound emitted, was the quantity of sense which 
the sound conveyed. You may imagine, therefore, with what delight 
I beard him commence the sermon an the Jitonemeni, which he has 
just delivered. You may imagine the pleasure which I felt, when I 
beheld Mr. Bagot turn away from the subject which has brought as 
here this day, to indulge in a harangue, which bad no more connex- 
ion with that important topic, than with any other in the whole circle 
of controversial theology ! But there was one point in his harangue, 
which — standing before you, and before the public, as a man, I trusty 
of some pretensions to an honest name — ^I feel it incumbent upon 
me not to pass over in silence. 1 refer to that part of bis speech, in 
which Mr. Bagot talked so loudly and so fervently concerning the 
guilt of BLASPHEMY, as attaching itself to those who bold certain 
opinions, which, whether truly or falsely, he imputed to me, and 
those who generally agree with me, in theological opinion. Now, I 
appeal to all who are here present, whether, when two gentlemen 
meet to make arrangements for the public discussion of a great sub- 
ject, it could be anticipated that this was to be the way in which the 
debate should be conducted ? I appeal to every gentleman who 
hears me, and who is acquainted witn the practice of debate. in pub- 
lic assemblies, whether this is the usage which prevails, — I do not say 
among ministers of religion only, but among any men who support 
a respectable rank in society, — when. they come together to consider 
in common the arguments on both sides of a disputed question? Is 
it not, among persons of this description, the first rule of debate, that 
nothing shall be imputed to an opponent that implies criminalitjr, 
gratuitously, ot without direct proof? And, I ask. What UadsiMr 
charge could be advanced against me^— a professed follower of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and a minister of his Holy Gospel, than the 
aboioinable and atrocious one of blasphemy?— such blasphen^y,;tQfi^ 
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heana nnks into inil^ificance I I hope that Mr. Ba^t bimsolf, oa 
reflection, will be aorrv for the ezpiegBion, and will retract it ; bat, 
tmtil it be retracted, I never will reciprocate with him the langaag* 
of friendBhip ! He is ho fond of calling; me his friend, that he ro- 
pealed the phrase, even after — and almost immediately af\er — impn- 
ting to me ikt crime of blatphemyf I say again, that, until the 
olTenBive expression is retracted, I will not bestow that name od him. 
t know what is due to my own character. This hand, ia clean; and 
never shall it grasp in friendship that of the man who attempts to 
fasten npon me thii odioas imputation. 

Mr. Bsgot has not failed, in his last speech,-— nor, indeed. In 
almost any previous one, — to taunt me with keeping something of 
my real opinions in reserve; and he has even extended the accnsa. 
lion to that religious body with which it is my happiness and— hu- 
manly speaking — my pride to be connected. It is an honour and a 
happiness to be connected with the Unitarian body, and I feel it bo; 
for I feel and glory in the conviction, that, with a body of men more 
liberal, more iatelligent, more inepired with the charity of the Gospel, 
I could not be conoected. Mr. Bagot baa taunted me, and the otnei 
nemhera of this religious body, with keeping something in reserve, 
and with not avowing our real sentiments. But I appeal to every 
individual who hears me now, and has heard me throughout- this 
entire discussion, whether, if chai^eable with any fault in the manage- 
ment of my argument, it has not been one of a directly opposite kind. 
I appeal to every person who dispassionately liBtened to me, whether 
I have not repeatedly made admissions, which I knew would be laid 
hold of to he turned against me — which, in point of fact, were so 
tbmed against me; and from whiuh, had I chosen to practise the 
wudom of the serpent, I should caatiously have abstained ! This 
charge, therefore, I fearlessly pronounce, is not founded on fact, and 
will not tell with the public, who have attended here throughout this 
debate. But to prevent this accusation from being circulated and 
credited by those who, not having been here in person, will take their 
accounts of the conlioveisy from vague rumour and anonymouB re- 
port, I now repeat, on purpose that it may 'appear in the printed nar- 
rative of these proceedings, the leading articles of the faith which I 
bold concerning the subjects debated between myeelf and Mr. fiagot; 
and they are these: — 

I believe, then, that the Scriptures of the Old and New Testa- 
ments contain a full, perfect, and explicit revelation of God's most 
holy will ; that they are the only inTallible standard of truth and 
duty; and that they are mercifully designed, and eminently calcu- 
lat«l, to promote the dearest interests of men, as rational, moral, 
and accountable beings. 

I believe that these divine records unite with tie voice of reason 
and of nature, in proclaiming 'the brbat troth, which is the foun- 
dation of all true religion, that there is One, and only One, Eter. 
Nu. and Self.existent Goi>— infinite in power, wisdom, goodness, 
justice, holiness, mercy, and all other possible perfections. Upon 
thii inunoreable haais, I rest my faith and hope ; and I believe, that 
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a depi^rtQre from this great principle led to aU the superetitioii and 
tdohUry of ancient day8> and has prodnced all the corruptions of 
Christianity which have prevailed in more modem times. I cling, 
therefore, to the unrivalled Supremacy of the One God, the Fatber,) 
with a fidelity which cannot be shaken; and I maintain, as (^ plains 
ut of all Ike doctrines taught in Scripture, the strict Unitt of that 
mat Qod, who if not only the God of the universe, but, as the 
Bible deelaresy is also the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
CmsT. 

^ Whilst I thus believe, on the sure warrant of Scripture, that there 
is One God, I equally believe, on the same divine authority, that there 
is one Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus. I be- 
lieve that this glorious and gracious being, who is called in Scriptare 
the Saviour and the Son of God, possessed glory with his Father 
before the world was, and was beloved of the Father before the foun- 
dation of the world. I believe that he came down from heaven, to 
do the will of his Father who sent him, upon earth. I believe that 
be is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation, 
who became flesh and tabernacled among men, full of grace and 
truth ; and, finally, that he is the exalted being, whom the Father 
hath appointed to be the Judge of the living and of the dead. 

But while I believe the words of Holy Writ which testify the 
previous existence and glory of our Divine Master, and which ani- 
mate my soul with gratitude for his amazing condescension in coming 
to save sinners, I also believe that the Scriptures are not less express 
and explicit on the subject of his subordination and inferiority to the 
Father. 

I believe that this great doctrine, which indicates the Unity and 
Supremacy of God, runs through the whole of the New Testament. 
I believe that it was the consistent and constant declaration of out 
Lord himself; who, on every occasion, ascribed his power and wis- 
dom and aatbority to the Father as its source, and represented him- 
self only as the agent whom the Father employed in effecting his 
purposes of mercy to the human race. I believe that the apostolic 
writings are filled with texts, maintaining, in the clearest terms, the 
unrivfdled Supremacy of the Father; convincing us that there is but 
One God, the Father, and one Lord, Jesus Christ— -that the head of 
every man is Christ, and the head of Christ is God ; and informing 
us, that at the last, when all things shall be subdued unto the Son, 
then shall the Son himself be put into subjection to him that put all 
things undar him, that God may be ail in all. These things I bdieve, 
and these things I maintain and teach. 

That there are difficulties connected with the particolars of this 
assemblage of religious truths, I have always felt; and have acknow- 
ledged, in the course of this debate, with a candour which I should 
have been glad to see imitated. I have allowed, and I allow, that 
there are difficulties attached to my peculiar views of the Christkai 
doctrine. But, let me ask, what system of faith is there, or has theinib 
ever been in the world, that has not been attended with its difficoS* . 
ties and its doubts ? Where is the point of faith— where is the pri»^, 
ciple of religion, whether naturd or revealed, which has net t>e« 
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(Hspiited EUid objected to — disputed and objected to, not by men of 
captious ind Bupercilioua mlnda alone — notbytLosemetelywhogedc 
lo t>e wise abo*e what is written ; but by persoDg whom we cannot 
bat believe, in the exerciBe of that Cbrietian charity which we oil 
bope to receive, to have been, in the main, sincere and good men, 
and candid and honest inquirers after trutb P Now, when Bucb men 
are driven into doubt or disbelief, there must be difficulties. To say 
that my system has its difEculttee, is only saying that it partakes of 
a property which is common to every doctrine under the aan. 

And since I am taunted with these admitted difficullies, con- 
nected with my creed, I ask, are there'none to be found in that sys- 
tem which my reverend opponent has defended? la (here no difficult, 
no perplexity circumstance, connected with the faith which he pro- 
feases, either in the stBtemenls of ila creed, or in the proof ot its 
doctrines 7 If there be no difficulties in TrinilarianiBm, why has 
there been that reluctance against which I faave so often and so 
loudly exclaimed, to bring forward the doctrine of the Trinity as a 
anbjecl of discnssion in this controversy ? Why is it that we heard, 
from my reverend opponent, scarcely a word upon that point, until 
now it comes out at the eleventh hour, when there is no tune to 
caavaaa its arguments, and examine its foundation ? If there be no 
difficulties in the scheme of the Orthodox, how comes it, I would 
ask, that all the Unitarian Churches that exist throughout the world 
were originally formed of members gathered out of Trinitarian folds ? 
If there are no difficnlties connected with tbeir system, how conies it 
that the aspect of the world would justify the Orthodox in applying . 
to their Unitarian brethren the words of John the Baptist to our 
Lord — "He nuit inertau, but I mutl deereas^'f And how is it 
that we sometimes bear it said, by OrthodoE authorities themselves, 
that Unitarianism is like the lion's den in the fable — 

TeHigia nulla ritrormm ! 

But I go briber. If there be no doubts and difficulties C(»inected 
with the Trinitarian system, how comes it that Trinitarians them, 
selves are so little united, even upon the true Etatement of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity ? That there ore differences of opinion subsist- 
ing between various classes of Unitarrans, — and more especially 
between those among us who admit the pre-existence of Christ as a 
Scripture doctrine, and those who cannot so receive it, — I have no 
wish to conceal, and have never affected to deny. Upon (his point, 
I have repeatedly, and in very express terms, declared to Mr. Bagot 
my own peculiar views^ so that he could bav€ no room for doubt or 
ambiguity. But I refused from the very first to make them the sub^ 
jcct of controversy with Mr. Bagot. I reserved them, and reserve 
them still, to be settled with my Unitarian brethren in our own calm, 
dispassionate, rational, and charitable mode of conducting such dis- 
coBsions. Since, however, these differences of opinion amon^ Uni- 
tarians have been once and again referred to, I would ask Mr. Bc^ot, 
whether there are no differences of opinion, even on the doclrine of 
iks TVtm^y tttey, among orthodox men — persons who call themselves, 
and are called by others, TVini'tiria^; and who would be in no small 
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degree indignant, were the justice of the appellation denied I If 
there are no differences of opinion among the nominally orthodox on 
this subject, how is it, that in their controversies with each other, we 
bear of the Ciceronian Trinity, and the Cartesian Trinity, and the 
ilrtf^ottf/ian Trinity, and the P/a/pntc Trinity : all of them designated 
by names borrowed from profane philosophy — names which are con- 
fessediy unknown to the writers of the New Testament, and to which 
the Word of God gives no countenance ? If we are to embrace the 
doctrine of the Trinity, are we to believe, I would submissively in- 
quire—are we to believe, with Dr. Wallts, whose opinion has heen 
sanctioned by a degree of the University of Oxford, that the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, are no more three distinct, intelligfent 
persons, than the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the 
God of Jacob, are three distinct Gods ? Or are we to acknowledge, 
with Dr. SHBRLOeK, Bishop of London, that the Three Persons of 
the Trinity are as much three distinct infinite minds as Peter, James, 
and John, are three men ? — an opinion which the learned body 
before-named decree to be ^^ false, impious, and hereticaV ! Are 
we to believe, with the Atbanasian Creed, that the Father is Al. 
mighty, the Son is Almighty, and the Holy Ghost is Almighty ; 
and yet there are not three Almighties ; there is but one Almighty? 
Or are we to believe, with Dr. Burnet, that the Son and the Holy 
Ghost are created beings, and are God only by the indwelling- of 
the Father's Deity ? Are we to believe, with Bishop Gastrell, 
that the Father includes the whole idea of God, and something more 
— that the Son includes the whole idea of God, and something more -^^ 
and that the Holy Ghost includes the whole idea of God, and some^ 
thing more; while all three together make exactly one God, and 
nothing more f Or are we to believe, with Bishop Buroess, that the 
Father is a person, but not a being ; the Son is a person, but not a 
being ; the Holy Ghost is a person, but not a being : and that these 
three personal nonentities make one eniire ond perfect being? Such 
the unintelligible jargon which is substituted for the simple doctrine 
of Scripture, that there is One God, the Father, and One Lord, 
Jesus Christ ! It is evident that each of these learned divines 
believed in a Trinity of his own ; and each must have regarded all 
the rest as ignorant, or deniers of the true God. Had my reverend 
opponent considered these differences between the Orthodox them, 
selves, on a doctrine which, as his creed declares, t^nless a man be- 
lieves, " he shall without doubt perish everlastingly," perhaps his 
sarcasms about the diversities of opinion among Unitarians on points 
of far inferior moment, would have been spared. At all events, if 
any argument be founded on such diversities, I have said enough to 
show that it applies to his own system with much greater force than 
it does to mine. 

In the various addresses which I delivered since the first day 
of this discussion, I was anxious to lay before you as much aa ■ 
the time allotted to me' would enable me to bring forward, of th^ . 
clear, full, and distinct evidence which theVNew Testament affords, 
in proof of the doctrine which I embodied in the two propositions 
whose defence I undertook. On account of the numoer of texts 
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which i had lo adduce. It tras not euy for me to'crowd neil a 
co)>ioaB selection from the entire number into my speech*!, and, at 
the game time, to answer all the arguments addoced by Mr. Bagot. 
In order to do justice to my cause, I felt myself obli^ to take up 
a good part of the entire time allotted to me, in laying before you 
the direct evidence on my owa side of the argomenl. It was not 
eaay, having so much buBinesB of my own to perform, to follbir Mr. 
Bogot in all hisde*iouslabyrinthfl,totracehimiD every turn, and faoDt 
him ont of those intricate coverta in which bia mysterious doctrines 
wore concealed. Having now a little time remaining, I shall not 
follow the example, which he has set, of deviating from the subject 
of debate j but snail employ my leisure in canvassing some of the 
reasonings which he has brought forward. These arguments 1 shall 
endeavour to state as fairly and as impartially as if I believed in their 
c(^BUcy myself. Mr. Bagol, you must remember, argued with great 
confidence for the clear proof of the proper Deity of the Word, to 
be derived from I John v. 30 : 

And we knov thai tb« Son of God is come, xai hath given ui 
we may know Hioi that is tm* : atid we art in Him that ti t 
Chritt. Till 11 the true God and eternal Ufe. 
(The latter part of the verse is in the original, nai ea/ut n rj3 dX^fvjSi 
ty r£i tu^ auTDu 'li|(R)u SgiOT^' eSrit isrii', x. r. X,) 

Now Mr. Bagot affirmed, that these words of the Apostle John mus^ 
be viewed as giving to our Lord Jesus Christ the title of " the In' 
Odd." If so, every one will admit that the text affords a very weighty 
argument in favour of his proper Deity: He was quite right in intima- 
ting, that Unitarians do not conceive that the words " true God and 
eternal Hf^' are to be referred to our Lord Jesus Christ, hot to "Htvt 
that is true," who is mentioned in the preceding clause, and is there 
found to be the Father of one Lord Jesus Christ. The question 
amounts to this : Are we to understand the last clause as affirming 
that "Jttit$ Chritt is the true God and eternal life" ? or, simply, 
as declaring that " He viho %$ true, is the true God and eternal li^ "? 
The latter is the interpretation adopted by the Unitarian expositors; 
the former, by the Orthodox. Mr. Bagot argued In opposition to the 
Unitarian, and in support of the Orthodox interpretation of this text, 
—that the pronoun ^r«e (thi$J must refer to ' IrtstHi X^iiff^, (Jena 
Ckriit,) as the latt antecedent in the sentence with which the pronoun 
can agree. And so unquestionably it is ; but letme assure you, that 
that consummate master of criticism. Professor Griebbach, to whose 
edition of the New Testament I have so often called your attention, 
and whose perfect candour and sincerity I never heard impugned 
until I mounted this platform, marks the words ' ligovu Xgiitr^, (Jesus 
Christ,} on which this criticism is founded, as o{ doubtful authority. 
If they are removed from the text, the wordavrvu, (his,)— which un. 
doubtedly refers to " Him that it true," — in the preceding clause,— 
becomes the last antecedent; and the whole passage will read 
literally thus : "And we know that the Son of God it ame, and AotA 
' given ui underttanditiy, that we may know Him thai it true : and'wt 
are in Him Uiat it true, [whilst] in the Son of Him. Thit it the trut 
God and eternal life;"— at, more t^reeably to the English idiom, 



'' Wf are te UmtlMt is true, [whilst] in the Sod of him mho U £bm 
tme God and olerfifil life.'' No satisfactory argoment ean be foaoded 
on a basis so frail as a doohtfal and ancertaia reading. 

Bat afW all» even allosriag the reeeitred teat 4o ataaid analter ed, 
where is the proof that iStv; (this) most, of siecesslty, refer lo the 
lest antecedent, **J$tus Christ," and not to the precedin|^ one, 
"HtM that it tr%e^ Ui^ess snch proof be afforded, this text eamaot 
be quoted in support of the proper Dcit|r of the Word : for the Uiai- 
lariaii exposition of it may h§ the true one. I venture to affirm, 
sstth proof esttnot be prodooed ; nay, I eould produce numerous in- 
stances from Scriptara of the very contrary. I turn, for example^ 



Acts ir. 10^13. Be it ksovn onto you lOl, woA to all the p«P|pk ot Israel, that 
by the name of Jetut Christ of Nazareth, whom ye crucified, whom God raised from 
tba dead, erea hy him doth tMt awm stand before you whole, Thii (oSro;) is the 
•loae which was set at nought of you huiMers. which is become the head of the comer. 
Neither is there salfatioa in «oy other : for Uiere is tone eliier name under heavesi 
given among men whereby we must be saved. 

Ap|d¥ Mr. Bag of 8 principle to this text : assume that the pronoun 
e5r«; (this) must of necessity refer to the immediate antecedent, and 
not to the mors remote ; and you make the Aposde Peter declare to 
the rulers of the Jews, tl^at the impotent man whom be had healed, 
WAS *' the stone which the builders rejected, but which became the head 
of the comer;'' and not only so, but that he was the oniy medium of 
talvatum voucbsafed by God to the human race. Again, we read in-^ 

Acts vii. 17^18. But when the ^e of the |M«mise drew aigh, whi<di God bad 
sworn to Al>nbfun, the people grew and multiplied in £gypt» till another king arose, 
who knew not Joseph* The SQme {oZrofi ** thui person,") 4eaU subUl^y with our 
kindred, and evil entreated our fathers, so that they cast out their young cbildrenj to 
the ead they might net li?e. 

Noir« unless we refer the pronoun aSrog to a remote antecedent* 
passing over that whidi immediately precedes it, we shall find in 
these words adediaration that thePairiatrekJastph was the persecutor 
of tbie Isriselitish people, and nei the cruel and perfidious kinf^ of 

Or, let us apply Mr. Bagot's principle to a passage which oecars 
in \ii^ writings of the very Apostle whose words we are considering, 
in the very next Epistle to that in which this text is found, and we 
ahsll obtain some unexpected sesults. 

2 John, ver. 7, For many deceivers are entered into the world, who confess not 
that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. This {oZrog) is a deceiver and an antichrists 

On Mr. Bagot^s principle of interpretation, the disciple whom Jesus 
loyed applies the last two epithets to his beloved Lord and Master! 
And now, having demonstrated that the proposed rale of syntax makes 
our blessed Lord tp be a deceiver and an antickdst, I follow Mr. 
Bagot's example by retuminy it to himielf, to make of it what farther 
nse he pleases. 

But i am not yet done with this text, 1 Jq^n v. 20. You will 
remember-^-at least such of you as have attepded during the progress 
^cS this diseiissionp^that Mr. Begot, with an air of magisterial autho>. 



rit^WdtfdMniMvprtBetpleof OmkoaDslntelioii, tb«ttba tenti 
which occurs in the predicate of a propOBition in which it ia foimdr 
nerer admits the article. CompoBBionaling my ignorance of syntax, 
he inquired, with reference to some remurka of mine upon John i. 1, 
"Did! not know the reaBonwbythe wordOtte, In thelatKrchiaBeof 
that verse, was fonnd without the article P" and then pcoceeded t» 
state the rule which I have just mentioned as the reason, and as an 
unqaestlonable poailion. In supportof the view whicbl toolcof the 
construction to that passage, I hacf previously adduced the exptem 
teafoiMajofEQSKBiD«> alewned aBdegainentlycoiweieBliotM writer, 
wiia wa» » Greek by btrtb, spoke the QteA language, and wrote in it 
to and Cot thoae wtra, like himself, apoks that lang;ua|fe from their 
JaTaocy. HiB testimony I ^ve at koglh, explicitly confirming the 
opinion nbieh I had expeeaaed, that the grammalic^ atiuclare of the 
s«alettc« in Joan i. 1, would have admitted the article in the predi- 
cate, had the evangelist meatit to convey the idsa that the Word was 
CM im ibe strict and. proper sense, i also refured to the opinion of 
OaiORN — pefbftps the masl learned of all the Qreek falliera of tba 
churck^ aod eepeeially vecsed in subjects of criticisBi — which is pre- 
iriMly to the save effect, though I had not time to quote the passaga 
ia, lil, owing to its leogttit One might have expected that the 
judgment of Eodebios aad Obisen wou& have cairied some weight 
iflr me detennioation of a questios such as thia. But you will re- 
nembea bow Hr. Bagot set himself, as a Greek scholar, far above 
EtHUUiia and Oataan, so that he did not eves deign to notice their 
otriaioD ; hat, luraing to om, is astonishment at my ignorance of ao- 
OBvteMB a tiuth, proceeded to enlighten me by laying down, for my 
btfomation, tb« rala dial the predicate of a propoutioa does not 
adaoit Ibe article 

Dfow I refer y«a once more to I Jobs v. 20, wbicb, be it remem- 
baiedflaaBeiampleorbUowDaelection— a text which be himself 
hOB aiUosaA, and pat prominently forward, both in his Abttriml and 
iathU diaenasion; and with which, therefore, he ought to be supposed 
la b» w«U wqnaioted. I take (bat veiy clause, (" Taw m thb true 
Qooi, AND BVBiaAi. un,") on wbick bis argument waa built ; and, 
taming to the Greek Teetoment, I find m the original — 
OSrJf kru ' O a^ifSnie Btit xtti ' B ^mJ tuiimt' 
The article in the pbsdicate ! 
Wbots ignoraat oT Greek syntax now? Which of m requtms to be 
taogfat the eommon rales and [n'lnoi}>)«B of eoBstraction 7 

Nor fsi this a aoRtary example of ths artkle occurring -fn ifae 
predieato of a praposltlm. Look, for instsiMe, t» aaether patsoge 
In th» MSB* Epialb,--- 

1 JoBn^ii. 7. The old eommuidiiieDt ia Ibe ward which jre have heird from the 
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■— A# miU^t At tt# predicate t 
And ag^ain — 

1 JOBK iii. i. Whowerer oommiltctb lio, tMOtgrMseth aln tLe law ; Tor am i* 
tltt trxmtfrtitiM a/Hu taw. 
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Th^^origiiMl of tha last dame i% m/ 4 ofiOffk, kni H db«^(i,^!«i.M# 
mriMU im ihs pr$dicat$. 

And ftilJ further, we read in that noted passage,— 

1 JoBV ▼. 6. Thii U ht that came by water and blood, [even] Jesus Christ : not 
hj water odIjt, but by water and blood ; and it is the spirit that beareth witness, be- 
cause tk€ Mpirit U truth. 

These last Words are in the Greek, rh ^tufJiM Icttv ri a>Jiki(C'-~ihe arti- 
$U in the predicate / 

I have selected all these examples from one not very long epis- 
tle, written by the evangelist John ; bat we need not go so far awajr 
f\rom the first verse of his Gospel, for a proof that the rule laid down 
by Mr Bagot will not bear the test of examination. In the fourth 
verse of tbe very same chapter, (wbicb is, in English, '* In him was 
Hfe, and tbe life was tbe light of men,'') we have, in tbe original, 
4 Xjti^ i)v TO f c5; Tw M^wKfAr'^ihe article in the predicate I p 

After these specimens, you will be able to judge either of Mr. 
Bagot's caution or bis scboiarship. You find him hazarding asser- 
tions which the very same context on which he comments is sufficient 
to refute. I think you will agree with me, that, if the explanation 
which I proposed be good and valid in other respects, there is notbing 
io the canon of my reverend opponent to prevent its adoption. 

Now you will remember that my object in proposing my criticism 
on John i. 1, was to establish a distinction between the meaning of 
the term Gvd, in the former part of the verse, where it is found in tbe 
original with the article, and the corresponding term in tbe last mem- 
ber of the text, where the article is wanting. I argued that, unless 
we recognise this distinction, we fall into tbe absurdity of making tbe 
evangelist declare that the word is the same God with whom he is. 
My position has been questioned by Mr. Bagot; and, therefore, it is 
to be presumed, that he maintains that tbe term '' God'' is to be un* 
derstood in the same sense in both clauses ; and, in point of fact, be 
adduced bis critiaism expressly to refute my observation. Let us 
suppose, then, that the term is to be understood in tbe same sense in 
botn clauses of the verse, and inquire to what results this principle 
will lead. The Apostle declares that — 

In the beginning was the word, and the word was with God, and the word was 
God. 

Now Mr. Bagot tells us that in tbig verse jibe term Word means the 
divine nature of Christ, or, as it is commonly expressed, " God thf 
Son ;** and first let us suppose that, by the word God, we are to nn. 
.derstand, «6od the Father.'' The whole will then read thus ; 

In the begmning was God the Son, and God the Son was with God the Father, and 
Qod the Son wot God the Father / 

" God the Son was God the Father !" This is downright heresy ; 
confounding the persons, and therefore subjecting its author to tb^ 
anathema of the Athanasiao Creed ! This explanation will not do ; 
and, therefore, we must have recourse to some other plan of interpret- 
ing the passage. Let us then suppose, as before, that by the JVord 
we are to understand the divine nature of Christ, that is, God tli^ 



Son, the second person in ibe Trinity; and tbat by the term Chd 
we are to understand the vhole Trinity, Ood the Father, God the 
Son, and God the Holy Ghost On this vieir of the phraseology, 
the asseitioD of the Apostle nill be as follows : 

' In the beginning wag God tha Son, (tha lecond perion of tht Trinity,) and God 
Ihe Sob, (tht lecond perMH q/* tht TVinity,) was vithf&e itAoh Trinity, (God the, 
FUber, Ood the Son, and God the Rolf Gboat;} and God the Son, (tha tecond per- 
tm^lha TVinity,) nu THi whole Trihiit, Gop tbb Paihbb, God tbb Son, 
AND Gov IRE Holt Ghoit \ 

"Tbe second person or the Trinity was the Trinity!" This is a worse 
heresy than before; for it not only confounds two persons oflbe triad, 
but mixes up the whole three in inextricable confngion ; and thus it 
will be found, on trial, that every attempt to moke either sense or 
orthodoxy out of this verse trill fail, so long as we afBx tlie same sig- 
nification to tbe term " God," in the two clauses of the verse. It 
tnutt then, at last, be conceded, that it is to be underttood in two 
ditlincf aenie*, in the first and second members of the verse ; and if 
this be conceded, the whole question is yielded to the Unitarians, 
so far as it depends npon the interpretation of thb passage. I defy 
Mr. Bag;at, and I defy any rational being, to put any consistent or 
intelligible interpretation upon this passage, unless he admits that 
distinction in the signification of the word " God," for which I con- 
tended : and this distinction, if once admitted, takes away the whole 
basis of his reasoning. 

There Is another passage on which Mr. Begot seemed to lay 
great stress, and which he repeatedly brought forward. Haviog 
omitted to notice it before, and being desirous of treating his argu- 
ments with all possible respect, which I should not do by leaving 
them onreplied to, when time permits me to reply, I shall now give 
it a brief consideration. The passage to which I refer, is the excla- 
mation of Thomas, on witnessing oar Saviour alive after his resur- 
rection : " My Lord, and My God t" It is recorded in— 

John is, S8. Thomas antwf red ood raid unto him. Mi Lobd, and Ur Oov ! 
Mr. Bagot takes it for granted, that these words are addressed to 
Christ, and that they contain a recognition of his proper Deity; but 
they may— just at naturally as regards the mere wrbal comlrnelion, 
and much more so as relates to the tenit and meaning of lh« term 
employed — be considered as an (ejaculation, or exclamation of won- 
der and surprise, addressed by the Apostle to tbs SiTtREHE Being, 
by whose power the miracle which his eyes beheld must have been 
effected. Thus interpreted, they afiford no proof of the Deity of 
Christ ; but, on the contrary, contain another of the many instances 
of religious worship addressed to God, the Father, only. I know it 
may be supposed that the words, " Thomat answered and laid unto 
him," distinctly mark oat Jesns himself as the person addressed in 
the subsequent words ; hut tbe Scripture idiom will not support the 
criticism. There are many cases in which, in the langui^e of 
Scripture, one person is declared to have "answered," or "Baid** 
unto another, words which were not addressed to tbat other person 
directly ; but which were only spoken with reference to him, or to 
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sMitthiaf tiMtt bad Ukm from kiitt. An exim|de of fblfl Idad, bear« 
lag, ki tonit respeds, m striklB^ resaMblance to tke pbtase employed 
by tht ApoAlle ThMam, ocewrt in 1 Sam. nr. 12 : '^ Aad JonatbaA 
Mtid unto David, O Lokd Goo or Ibhabl,'* &c. No ose supposes 
that* by tbis address, Jonatban meant to recognise his friend and 
comrade as tbe Lord Jeboyah» and the God of Israel. AU that he 
intended evidently waa^ to call God to wilneaa tbe covenant which 
be waa about to make ; tbe words, *' Lord God of Isrmsl,'' not being 
addressed to David, notwithstanding; their seeming connexion with 
tbe preceding claase. There is nothing to prevent the same princi- 
ple of explanation from being applied to the passage before us. If 
00, it cannot be considered as a proof of Mr. Bagot's position. This 
is no "algebraic process of positive and negative quantities,'' as Mr, 
Bagot has repeatedly denominated similar observations made by me. 
I am not employing one passage of Scripture to destroy or neutralize 
another, but simply to explain its meaning. Unitarianism does not 
require the destruction of a single text ia the whole Bible, It has 
no contradictions in itself, nor does it assume or allow that such exist 
in the Scriptures ; for its own foundation is the simple meaning and 
direct assertion of the word of God. All that I have done iu tbis 
and former instances, is to employ those passages which are clear 
and obvious, to assist in determinmg the signification of similar Ian- 

Suage occurring in texts which would otherwise be liable to some 
egree of obscurity and doubt. Nor is this a novel principle: it is 
nothing but the adherence to a rule of interpretation long smce pio- 
pounded, and universally recognised. 

Agatii : Mr. Bagot places much reliance on the words of our Sa- 
vtour, in John v. 22, 23 :— 

For the Fadief ju4getk no^oMn, Imthsth oMnimllod all i«d|rin«t anto^ (Iw 8<m & 
t%at dtt [men] 9hoM Konmr Hit San^ even, as they honour the Father. 

In theae yery wosds, however, the Father ia repreaeattd as Ibo 
source and origin of the Son's judidsi power, and of that bonocur 
which accrues to bim, from the exercise of his functions as Judge. 
Besides, the latter clause, if understood to mean that the Son occu- 
pies m high a tmnk in tfao scale of existence as the Father does, 
would bo totally meonsisteirt widi Mr; Bagot^s own princifiks. Ho 
lurfds, that the term Som^ denotes die eomfdex diaracter of Chirist as 
Mediator ; and he has ovtr and over i^ma declared, that Christ, in 
bk mediatorial cbaoracter^ is sobordinate to God tbe Father. The 
text, ttereioffe,. on Ids own showing, would im|^y that eoval faonoii^ 
is d«e to the sabordiaate person, and to bis superior ; which would 
be dcatrocttve of the very idea of snbordinaticoi. But there is no 
necessity far recni^ring to such abstmot reasoning. It is evident 
ikni the whde force of Mr. Bagof^s inference depends on the mean.^ 
ing which we attach to the connecting paiticiple, t^mi a^ (xoc^) 
which he seemingiy nndeistands to signify the same as opsalfy, oc 
en a par with. Bat ia the Lexicon of the orthodox critic, Bcmsna^ 
Kin, we find that this particle frequently signifiei^ " inasmuch ai^*^ 
••since," ^'because,'' f^iquidem, quomam, pfopUra quod;) and i^ 
prove that it has this signification, he adduces &e following apposite 
and satislactcMry exam^es: 



JMnt sviL 1, i. Tfaeti unit qmka Itmt, toi UMl tf bk tjetU bM-tea, and 
MtU, Fktlwr ! tb« Juwriiaoaei ^atiSfOijSoB, that thj' Sra alnnu; glorifr thae. 
At ^xainf) diou but giTea him power over all flnb, tbst he ahould give etemal Ilfi 
to M aaaj u then Iwst giren bim. 



Id these pasrogea, tind in manr others, the particle xaSus manifeBtly 
means nnet or becaute; imd to explain it as si^ifying equally, 
a par, would render the passi^s unintelligible. Thai such 



is the meEtning also in John t. 23, is plain from the cxplanatioa 
which onr Lord himself Hnbjolns in the last clause of the verse: "He 
that hoaonretb not tbe Son, bonouretli not the Father who bath sent 
him." The passage therefore mast be understood as declaring, that 
"the Father hath committed all judgment unto the Son, that all 
men may honour the Son, inaimveh as, tince, or becaute, they honour 
the Father; for he that faoaoureth not the Son, hoDVoreth not the 
Father who hath sent him." This is no strange or unheard-of pcin. 
«ipl« in the conduct of hnnan affairs. In Ireland, at least, we are 
acqnainted with a cose that is completely analogous. We are f^ 
Temed by a Lord Lieutenant, acting in ibe name emd by the anlho- 
rity of his Majesty the King, To the Vicegerent's lawful comm«ula 
weareboQnd,onour allegiance to his royal master, to yield c^diaaeSi 
and any act of rebellion against bim woald be, both in conacience 
aad law, an act of rebellion against the Sovereign, But all this dvea 
not make the Lord Lieutenant, King of Ireland. 

Mr. Bagot, in the early part of this discussion, built an arnunent 
for the proper Deity of the Word on Jbk. xxiii. 6, 6 ; in which, as be 
maintained, the name of " the Lord," [or Jebovah,] "onr righteous- 
nets," is atUibated l^ the prophet to Christ In my reply, I affirmed, 
that, tf this passage proved the proper Deity of Christ, the applicatioa 
of the v«rv (SIM warn* to the city of Jerusalem, in Jbk. sxtii. 16, would 
equally demonstrate the proper Deity of that clly. Commenting on 
t&iB abservBtion of mme, my reverend opponent inqaires, WbeUiei I 
have forgotten my Hebrew? or how else cani suppose, that the lat- 
ter passage will bear the interpretation put upon it In the Common 
Version, which I quoted ? To this inquiry, I can only answer, that 
perhaps! have foi^otteo some of my H^ew. I confess, that in 
my case, this is possible : for I believe / once had a Hiih Hebrew (* 
firget. In this particular pass^e, Mr. Bagot seems to think he 
has caught me between the boms of a dilemma. Either, as he ar- 
eoes, 1 have foi^tten how to tnuisUte the original correctly, or I 
nave chosen to reason, knowingly, from Ihe mistakes of the Common 
VerrioD ; in which, as be asserts, the text in question — Jxr. zxxiii. 
lit, 16 — is erroneousl; rendered. To this, I oan with perfect con- 
fidence reply, that I am quite sure every one who knows me, will 
acquk me of the crlmiDallty of arguing on a basis which I knew to 
be unsound ; and will give me entire credit for veracity, when I af- 
firm, that I would not have brought forward the translation of Jbh. 
xxxjii. l(j, had I known or b^ieved it to be incorrect. But I ge far- 
ther than this. My reference to Jsa. xxxiii. 16, was not a hasty or 
beedlesa alltision. I knew well, the objectiona that had been slated 



aoo 

to the Cotnmon Traoslation ; and I had carefally examined the ori« 
ginal, with a view to detennine their force. I bronght forward that 
text in argfoment, because I was and am satisfied that the objections 
to the common rendering are perfectly vain and futile. I know, and 
allow, that the text, as pointed, wonlci most naturally, though not ex- 
elutively, admit of a different translation. But I likewise know,— ^ 
and herein I have the almost unanimous consent of all modem 
Hebrew scholars of any note, — that the points are of comparatively 
recent date, being an invention of the Masorites in the middle ages. 
If this comparatively modem addition to the text be disregarded, — 
as it evidently ought, — then the most obvious and natural interpret 
tation of Jer. xxxiii. 16, becomes literally thus : 

And this [it that] which ihall be called [or named] upon her : Jehovah ouk 

RteBTBOUtNBSS. 

And I do maintain, that this Hebraic expression is perfectly equiva« 
lent to the English phrase adopted by King James' translators : 
^And this is the name wherewith she shall be called. The Lord 
OUR RiOHTEOusNESS.'^ And I argue, confidently, that this is a per. 
fectly parallel passage to that in Jer. xxiii. 6, 6, to illustrate which, I 
quoted it. When I consider the manner in which Mr. Bagot has 
apoken of the renderings of the Authorised Version throughout this 
debate, I cannot help recalling to mind the demand which he made 
on me before it was commenced ; when he declared, that the only 
standard on which he could consent to carry on this discussion, was 
the Authorised Version of the Scriptures, admitting the genuineness, 
authenticity, and divine authority of all and every part of the books 
contained in it. And taking into account the number of instances 
in which he has not only impugned its renderings, but, as in the 
instance just exhibited, treated them with contempt, I feel myself 
justified in charging him with seeking to impose on me a condition 
which he himself could not have conscientiously accepted. 

There are several other texts noted on the paper before me, and 
numerous statements made by Mr. Bagot, upon which it would be 
highly expedient in me to comment, did time permit. But^I am 
obliged to pass most of them over unnoticed. To one point, how. 
ever, I shall refer ; although I feel that, in doing so, I am sacrificing 
the opportunity of adverting to other subjects of great importance to 
the cause which I stand forward to defend, and which I had fully 
intended to bring under your consideration. But I perceive I must 
abandon all hope of doing so; for I must stop when my hour is ex- 
pired. 

Mr« Bagot reasoned yesterday; in his closing speech, against the 
supposition, that an inferior or subordinate agent could, by possibility, 
be employed in executing the work of creation. He went so far as 
to assert, that not even the Almighty could endow a being distinct 
from himself with ability to execute such a task. He admitted, thai 
the work pf creation itself was finite ; yet argued, that no being, 
but the Supreme Being, could possibly have Been enabled to perform 
it I answer all such hypothetic statements, by referring to John I. 
3 ; for there I find^ that the employment of a subordinate agent- is 



txprtMly declared: "All things," Bays the Evangelist, "were made 
through"— that is, fry meant <^—" him ;" that is, the Word, as an 
iiirerior agent or iQatrumenl : for so the phrase mnst be understood, 
both in the original and in the Common Version. And I find a 
similar assertion in Hbb. i. 1,2: " God, who at sundry times, and 
in divers manners, spake in time past unto the fathera by the pro- 
phets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son ; whom be 
nalb appointed heir of all tilings ; through whom also be batb made 
the worlds." In both these passages, and in several others to which 
there is not time to advert, the employment of subordinate agency 
in the work of creation is plainly and explicitly declared ; so plainly 
in tbe latter passage, even if the Trinitarian version be allowed to 
stand, that nothing can be more distinct Mr. Bagot, in bis remarks 
upon this subject, protested against tbed priore method ofreasoning ; 
but I appeal to yourselves, whether — when, in orderloturn aside the 
arguments of the Unitarians, be denied the competency of the AL 
mighty to endow a created being with power to create a world— he 
was not himself compelled lo 

" boldl; take tbe d prion road. 

And reason davDwaraE," 
till be doubted tbe power of God lo impart to a creature the ability 
to execute a finite operation. Prom this remarkable specimen, you 
will be able to judge whether it is Mr. B^ot or I wno limits the 
power of omnipotence ! From the example now before you, you will 
be able to determioe which of us it is that takes out of tbe Bible, a 
God possessed of those divine allrlbates which are necessary to 
render tbe Supreme Being tbe object of our confidence and faith! 
X beseech you to remember, it is not I but Mr, Bagot, who as- 
serts, that it is not possible for God to employ an inferior being as 
his instrument, in accomplishing any object whatsoever, which be 
may wish to effect through such inslrumentality. 

I thank Mr. Bagot for the admission which he made, when, in 
the course of bis reasonings on tbe subject of Creative Power, he 
stated, that there cannot possibly be two almigbly beings or persons 
in the nniverse. I thank him for this admission, because it seems 
to me directly to contradict the articles of his own faith, and to 
confirm and establish tbe Unitarian doctrine. Did time permit, I 
would, as Mr. Bagot has expressed it, take tbe loan of this principle 
for a little, to show how it may be turned against himself, and against 
the Athanasian Creed, which declares that " tbe Father is Almighty, 
the Son is Almighty, and the Holy Ghost is Almighty." Now this 
seems to approach very closely lo the assertion of three Almighties ; ■ 
but yet, as the creed itself is compelled lo allow, "there are not three 
Almighties— there is but one Almigbly." I need not recall to the 
minds of some among yon, tbe exclamation which burst from ibe lips 
of the Scottish dealer, who, when attending public worship while on 
bis travels in England, happened to bear this creed recited in alter- 
nate verses by the clergyman and his clerk. 

I have only time to notice one other statement made by Mr. 
Bagot. He threw out, in the course of his remarks, if I mistake not 
on creation, a challenge to me to produce a single passage in which 



the power of otttf Safioor, properly to called, was declared to be 
derifed. He admitted tbat our Saykmr bad received auihority 
(^^60fa) from the Father ; bat he denied that the power which he 
posMMed {6{tmiMf) was ever traced to any superior source* He 
diallenged me to prodace a passage in which any sach dedaratioii 
is made respecting the Son ; and, unless I am greatly mistaken, 
offered to rest the whole argument on this issue. In reference to this 
challenge, I remark, that even if it were not expressly stated in 
Scripture, that our Lord's power was derived, still the fact of his 
tmthority being communicated, would completely overturn the idea 
of his Supreme Divinity : for who could bestow authority, l§o6<f/av. 
on the Supreme Being P But I meet Mr. Bagot on his own ground ; 
and, accepting his challenge, I beg to turn his attention and yours 
to Acts x. 88, " How Chd anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy 
Ghost, AND wrra powbr;'' which is, in the original, ^Ivitn^v rh dmi 
Ntt2[(X{^r ite ixj^tetv oMtt i 8f &( wn{t/iMTi otyitft xaJ ATNAMEI ! Here, 
beyond all question, the very term dimifjui is used in reference to oar 
Saviour, and coupled with an express declaration that it was oonu 
munieated to him : so that my reverend opponent might now give up 
the argument. 

I find I have now but four minutes to close my address. I rejoice 
that this controversy bos taken place. I rejoice tbat I took that 
view of my duty as a Unitarian minister, and as a friend to the cauae 
of truth, which induced me to accept the invitation or suggestion of 
Mr. Bagot, — if so he is pleased to call it, which others have con- 
strued as a challenge to the whole Unitarian body, — and which impelled 
me to step forward to meet this redoubted paladin. I am glad, I say, 
that I thus stepped forward ; and this consciousness shall be a lesson 
to me, as long as I live, never to allow any public attack to be made 
on my principles, — which are dear to me as my life itself; — not Jeee 
dear to me than Mr. Bagot's are to him, though I dislike talking so 
much about them, — to which I shall not reply, when circumstances 
bring it under my particular notice. True, I am but a weak, feeble 
being ; but when a great cause is at stake, to which I have devoted 
my life, so long as I have my reason spared by the God who con- 
ferred it, and so long as health endures, I will not suffer that great 
and glorious cause to be tarnished for one moment by any reluctance 
on my part, to appear before an unwilling auditory— by any selfish 
timidity, backwardness, or reserve. I am satisfied this discussion 
has already advanced those doctrines I advocated, and will advance 
them still farther. But let me not be misunderstood. I do not ex- 
pect to make a single immediate convert. 1 know too well the 
power of prepossessions which are early engrafted in the mmd,— -I 
know too well the pains that are taken to bring up the rising gene- 
ration under the influence of feelings of horror towards my opinions, 
— to expect that any thing I can do or say should prevail against 
that force of prejudice which exists in many minds. But should only 
a few inquiring spirits,— and such are to be found in every society — 
be induced to Took into the Word of God, and there read, whether 
these things indeed are so ;— -should this be the result in any candid 



nainde, and eapectally ehould it be the reBolt in any considerable 
number or instances, I am eatisfied tbe diBcnseioD in wbich I bave 
.been engaged, tnuBt tend to the grontb of those principles for which 
I have contended. For truth is mighty, and it will nievail ; and we 
have a promise that a time will come, and a hope that it is rapidly 
approaching, when "Jebotah shall be Onb, and ma name One." 

At the termination of this address, Mr. Bogot stepped forward to 
propose a series of questions to Mr. Porler ; but Mr. ANnREWS, one 
of the Chairmen, objected to his doing so, on the ground of his 
having refused to receive a question from Mr. Porler, after the con. 
elusion of his last address. Mr. Bagot immediately said, that this 
bad escaped his recolleclion, and he at once acquiesced in the Chair- 
man's decision, but requested Mr. Porter to allow him lo make an 
explanation in rererence lo bis use of the word "blasphemy." To 
this, Mr. Porter assented ; and— 

Mr. BAGOT said.— Mr. Porler has shown, by some remarks in 
bis last address, that he understood me to hnve associated the chaise 
of blasphemy personally with him. I beg to eay, I had no such in- 
tention. If he wishes to know what my feelings are towards him nnd 
those who agree with him in religious opinion, he will (ind them 
slated in tbe 10th chapter of the Epistle of Paol to the Romans, at 
the 1st verse, where tbe Apostle says — " Brethren, my heart's desire 
and prayer to God for Israel is, that thet hay be saved." 

Mr. porter.— When 1 said that if the offensive words which 
I understood to be applied to me were retracted, I should give tbe 
hand of friendsblp to Mr. Bagot, I spoke in the giGcerily of my soul ; 
and thus I redeem the pledge. 



Tbe Chairmen then announced that ih^ discussion terminated, 
and tbe assembly dispersed. 




ff^e hereby eerily that the foregoing Bepori 
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— including eriUdtms, qMolattont, r^erencet, tfc. Ifc. — taken by me. 

MICHAEL HANLY. 



4 



3 2044 054 747 266 



